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Introduction

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP) proposes to amend 74 Forest
Service and Bureau of Land Management plans through two large scale EISs, referred to as the
Eastside  and Upper Columbia EISs. The Eastside EIS covers lands administered by the Forest Service
or BLM in eastern Oregon and Washington while the Upper Columbia EIS covers lands in nearly all of
Idaho, western Montana, and small portions of adjacent states. The EISs are being written in response
to a variety of complex and controversial situations on these federally administered lands, including
declines in forest health, increasing scarcity of anadromous and inland coldwater fisheries, rangeland
reform, increasing risk of catastrophic fire, and the social and economic consequences of these
conditions. The EISs describe seven alternatives, five of which are approaches to implementing
ecosystem management.

The project’s Science Integration Team is evaluating the consequences of these alternatives. This report
is the social evaluation of consequences, produced by The Bolle Center for People and Forests,
University of Montana, under a cooperative agreement with the ICBEMP. Other reports available from
the ICBEMP describe the effects of alternatives on economic, terrestrial, aquatic, and landscape
ecology systems.

This report begins by discussing rhe framework used to assess social consequences. followed by the
criteria used to evaluate the alternatives and a description of the panel process conducted for the
evaluation. An overview of the panels’ conclusions provides context for interpreting their comments.
The main section of the report is the evaluation of consequences, organized by the evaluation criteria.
A short conclusions section provides direction for future efforts. The appendices contain detailed
descriptions of the panel process, notes taken during the panels, workbooks completed by panelists, and
written information provided panelists to help guide t,heir judgements.

Readers should be aware that this discussion of social consequences should be considered preliminary
because little of the information essential in predicting social consequences was available before the due
date of this report. Additional information on impacts and outputs from the other SIT evaluations of i
alternatives (economics, terrestrial, aquatics, landscape ecology) is needed before changes in those
systems can be translated into effects on people and social systems.

Framework and Methods

The social evaluation of alternatives was guided by recent literature on Social Impact Assessment (SIA)
and review of major issues confronting Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service administered
lands within the interior Columbia Basin. While the scientific and technical literature is increasingly
extensive, it indicates that SIA processes should utilize a variety of information sources and consider
certain dimensions of human experience. This section describes the framework, criteria, and methods
used to develop the evaluation of alternatives.
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Framework  for evaluation of alternatives

Evaluation methodology was based on the Interorganizational Committee on Guidelines and Principles
for Social Impact Assessment (1994). These guidelines represent the most recent and prevalent
statements on SIA processes. This section briefly reviews the principles established by the committee *
and their application to the ICBEMP and the social evaluation.

1. Involve the Diverse  Public--Idennfi  and involve all potentially  affected  groups  and individuak.

Both EISs cover extensive land areas. The ICBEMP project area includes nearly 75 million acres of
federally administered land located in seven states, encompassing 100 counties in which more than 3.2
million people live. In addition, the area includes 20 Indian reservations and a colony. The sheer
magnitude and geographic scope of the project and the compressed time table for conducting the
evaluation of alternatives prohibited extensive public involvement by all affected publics.

As a substitute, the Bolle Center convened three panels of people having diverse interests in Forest
Service and BLM land management practices. Panel members included community development
specialists and researchers, economists, sociologists, private landowners, state agency representatives,
county commissioners, employees of diverse industries that use resources on public lands, and
members of 14 American Indian tribes.

The panel process, described in detail below and in Appendix C, was designed to learn more about
perceptions of impacts from the perspective of people who would be affected by changes in
management of Forest Service and BLM-administered lands. Not all interests were necessarily
represented, but a wide cross section of viewpoints was covered by the panelists.

Panelists were provided two chapters from the social science staff area report (one dealing with
communities, the other with environmentally-based amenities) that included not only appropriate
scientific literature, but secondary and primary data as well. They were also provided primary data on
changes in recreation opportunities, road densities, scenic integrity, timber volume, range animal unit
months and associated jobs for review prior to the convening of the panel.

i

2. Analyze  Impact Equity--Clearly  idennB  who will win and who will lose. and emphasize
vulnerability  of under-represented  groups.

As noted later in this report, one of the major criteria used to evaluate the alternatives concerned
equity. The evaluation included a panel on American Indian tribes specifically to gain their input and
to establish representation of their range of interests in the project.

However, several aspects of this project make equity determinations more difficult than in many SIAs.
Most SIA processes are project driven, that is, designed to estimate social consequences of constructing
a pipeline, utility corridor, dam, or other energyproduction facility. For these types of projects, the
distribution of direct social impacts tends to be limited geographically and temporally, making
identification of the distribution of effects relatively straight fonuard.  The ICBEMP project, however,
has produced programmatic EISs in which proposed activities are scattered across a huge area and are

.
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expected to take place sometime within the next decade-depending on availability of funding. Thus,
when and where such actions will occur can only be characterized as having a high level of uncertainty,
which in turn limits the ability to assess the equity of social consequences.

.
In addition, the project alternatives include a wide variety of proposed management actions covering
conservation of aquatic habit, emulation and retention of ecological disturbance regimes, use of new
silvicultural techniques, designation of large reserves, involvement of the public, consultation with
American Indian tribes, identification of economic priority areas, and enhancement of some types of
recreation opportunities. The complexity of management actions would require identifying, through
some type of modeling process, the net effects to the variables of interest so that social effects could be
more completely specified. Such modeling was not conducted by the project nor were most outputs of
land management practices available at the time of the evaluation.

3. Focus the Assessment-Deal  with  issues and public  concerns  that  really count, not those just
easy to count.

To begin the evaluation process with the three panels, the project proposed a set of criteria for
evaluating alternatives. These criteria, communities, recreation and scenery, and quality of life. were
based on EIS issues and goals as well as on the Social, Assessment findings. However, the panels’
agenda included a component to review and refine these proposed criteria. The panels validated several
of the criteria, rejected some, and added still others (the final  sets used are described later in this
report). This process was conducted specifically to identify the issues considered important by
panelists, not just those presented by the ICBEMP.

4. (dent.@  Methods  and Assumptions  and Define  Significance-Describe  how the SL4 is conducted,
what  assumptions  are used and how significance  is determined.

The methods section below describes the methodology used to conduct the social evaluation. The
process had three primary assumptions: (1) social panelists represented a broad range of stakeholder
viewpoints; (2) panelists could be provided with a preliminary understanding of each alternative and its
implications; and (3) each alternative would be implemented as described. The first assumption appears
to have been’met, and the second met to some extent (although, as described below, panelists generally ~
felt they needed much more information to be able to comment on potential social effects). The third r
assumption received a great deal of comment from panelists, who believed that critical information on
implementation was missing. They also pointed out inconsistencies in budget assumptions. Significance
was determined through the panelists’ discussion of issues, priorities and evaluation criteria. Impact
magnitude, significance, and duration are discussed in the detailed description of effects below. In
nearly all cases, these are qualitative judgements.

. .

5. Provide  Feedback  on Social Impacts to Project  Planners--Identify  problems  that could  be solved
with  changes to the proposed  action  or alternatives.

Extensive input by the panelists provided a list of problems that could be addressed with changes to the
alternatives. A discussion of the panelists’ general impressions is included below, and the final section
in this report describes some overall conclusions. However, it will be difficult for the agencies to
assimilate this information, add new direction or direction to the alternatives, and reassess social and
other .consequences  within the current project schedule.
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6. Use SU practitioners-Trained  social  scientists employing  social  science  metho&  will provide
the best results.

The authors of this report are all social scientists with diverse backgrounds and who have worked on
the ICBEMP. All have previously been involved in preparation and technical review of social
assessments and social impact assessments.

7. Establish  Monitoring  and Mitigation  Program-Manage  uncertainty  by monitoring  and
mitigating  adverse  impacts.

Mitigation and monitoring opportunities are identified under the discussion of consequences below.
Ecosystem management relies heavily on monitoring and adaptive management to make sure that
progress toward objectives is being made. The effects identified in the analysis, as stated earlier, have
high levels of uncertainty, primarily because the EISs cover such a broad geographic scope, yet will be
applied at a local level and there is little information on where and. how actions will occur. No
information was generated that displayed effects at local levels by any of the previously mentioned
ICBEMP science staffs. Therefore, a program to monitor implementation of the EISs is imperative,
particularly in terms of how land management actions may impact local communities, certain
occupational groupings and American Indian tribes.

8. Idennfi  Data Sources-Published  scienrific  literature.  secondary  data, and primary  data  from
the affected  area,

The evaluation process used several sources of information, including the draft economics and social
science staff area reports (Social and Economic Assessments), other literature cited in this report. and
outputs from simulations of the alternatives dealing with scenic integrity, road density, recreation
opportunities. As noted above, a primary source of information was the panel process, including the
individual judgements of panel members, the interactions of panelists, notes taken on flip charts during
the panel discussions, and workbooks completed by panelists.

9. Plan  for Gaps in Data
i

In the original design of the evaluation process, panels were to be asked to validate and suggest
refinements to the project social staffs preliminary assessment of social impacts based on outputs and
effects identified by the economics, landscape ecology, terrestrial ecology and aquatic/riparian science
staffs employed by the ICBEMP. The preliminary social effects writeup would have taken those
groups’ outputs and treated them as inputs to the social analyses--what do these changes mean for
people and the health of social systems? However, those data and analyses were not available (with
some limited exceptions) in a time frame that made it possible to prepare preliminary writeups of social
consequences for review by the panelists.

This was a problem because it required panelists to operate without the expected data. Instead, the
panelists established what was important to them and identified, in a qualitative way, the array of likely
social impacts (rather than precisely quantify them). The panelists were provided with a variety of
written and verbal information about the project, alternatives, and some of the known outputs
(Appendix B).
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Evaluation Criteria

The literature on large scale programmatic EIS social evaluation variables could not be described as
voluminous. In the analyses that have been conducted, the evaluation tends to be qualitative and not
quantitative because data and modeling techniques, particularly with respect to direct social effects, are
not available. The literature, however, does suggest the types of variables that should be evaluated in a
broad scale social impact assessment.

Jakes and Harms (1995) conducted a roundtable to assess the socioeconomic effects of implementing
ecosystem management throughout the National Forest System. As part of this exercise, they identified
14 key impact variables, which they grouped into six classes (Table 1). The roundtables also made
recommendations for appropriate use of a variety of tools to assess impacts. Focus groups and expert
opinion were two methods specifically identified as appropriate or recommended tools for examining
all 14 variables listed in Table 1.

Variable Class

Impacts on the Economy

Variable

Employment
Economic Health

Economic Structure/Activity

Impacts on Recreation  and Aesthetics Recreation/Aesthetics

Social and Cultural  ImDacts

Amenity Values

Quality of Life

Imoacts on Forest  Products

Social Vitality/Stability

Timber Product Outouts

Non-timber product Outputs
Impacts  on Management Participatory Planning

Leadership in Management
Economic Efficiencv

Ecosystem  Health and Productivity Ecosystem Health and Productivity i

Table 1. Types of social-economic  variables  of interest for evaluation when implementing  ecosystem
management  (Source: Jakes and Harms 1995).

The Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (1993) examined the consequences of ten
management options in response to problems of forests west of and along the Cascades. That social
assessment focused on impacts on communities, American Indians, recreation opportunities, scenery,
amenities and subsistence. A major conclusion was that communities desire stability, predictability and
certainty. In addition, it was reported that communities feel they are not a part of decisions that affect
their well-being, and want agencies to be more responsive to their concerns. These conclusions point
to the need to consider impacts of federal land management options on community viability and on
public access to federal decision-making processes.
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In implementing the recommendations of FEMAT, the accompanying Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement also completed an assessment of impacts to the human population.
That analysis included quantitative estimates of impacts to timber-based employment, although not to
recreation-based industries. Consideration was given to the impacts to communities affected with
“higher risk” communities more likely to experience unemployment, increased poverty, and social
disruption in the absence of assistance. The EIS also examined impacts to American Indian people and
cultures, particularly with respect to impacts of disturbance on fisheries and cultural sites.

The Forest Service Economic and Social Analysis Handbook (Sect. 33.3--2)  also identifies a number of
variables to be included in impact assessments, including lifestyles, attitudes, beliefs and values, social
organization (including community stability), population, land use patterns and civil rights. This
handbook also argues that “it does not matter whether data are quantitative or qualitative in nature
because we are usually concerned more with the direction rather than the increment.. . n

The literature, EIS scoping sessions, and, most importantly, the perceptions of social panelists, resulted
in the set of variables used to evaluate the alternatives in this report: (1) effects on small, rural
communities and quality of life; (2) effects on predictability of flows of goods and services from public
lands; (3) effects on public access to decision-making; (4) effects on private property; and (5) effects
on additional concerns of American Indians. The section on environmental consequences defines each
of these in greater detail.

Methods

The principal method used to evaluate impacts was use of panels of members of the public selected to
represent the diversity of values and interests potentially impacted by the proposed alternatives. In
addition, members representing many of the American Indian tribes with interests in natural resources
was also formed to examine the alternatives. Members of panels are listed in Appendix A.

Panelists were provided information describing the purpose and need for the EIS, the proposed action,
brief descriptions of each alternative. and summaries of information available several days prior to
convening of the panel (see Appendix B for the data provided panelists). The panel was organized
around a process, as shown in the Agenda listed in Appendix C. In addition, panelists were requested
to complete a short workbook (Appendix D) which contained a number of questions for each i
alternative (based on the original evaluation criteria-once each panel commenced, the agenda was
significantly modified based on panelists’ concerns. Appendix E contains the detailed notes taken
during the panels (many of which were listed on in-room flip charts).

Overview  of Panelists’  Impressions

This section summarizes some of the key concerns expressed in all three panels. They are provided as
context for understanding how panelists approached the process of evaluating alternatives. Comments
specific to individual alternatives or individual’ evaluation criteria are included in subsequent sections
and in the appendices.
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1. Panelists felt that NEPA was not the appropriate forum for discussing ecosystem management,
perceiving that the real issues were much broader policy and legal concerns that go well beyond the
scope of an EIS. They questioned the abundance of fine-scale direction and concerns reflected in the
affected environment and objectives and standards. Many panelists discussed sweeping changes that
appeared to be needed, such as agency reform, current legal structure (grounded in multiple use)
applicable to the Forest Service and BLM, and related key policies that they perceived greatly affected
the agencies’ ability to successfully implement ecosystem management.

The manner in which the EIS planning process was carried out by the Forest Service and BLM was a
particular point of concern for tribal representatives on the panel. In their view, the process had made
inadequate advances in incorporating tribal expertise and cultural perspectives in development of
alternatives. They believed that the timing of the tribes’ major involvement with the EISs, during a
period to evaluate alternatives, ran counter to the principles of consultation. Tribal panelists perceived
that federal agencies approach the tribes for their “reaction” to documents developed almost wholly by
non-Indian personnel, when the tribes possess information that could be crucial in framing management
approaches.

The tribes expect a consultation process that is full and meaningful at every stage of alternative
development, and were not satisfied that the objectives contained in the EISs to incorporate tribal
concerns would provide for adequate consultation as defined by the tribes.

2. Panelists were frustrated that information on implementation was not available, believing that this
was critical to understanding social consequences. The objectives and standards provided some
direction, but left many questions unanswered. .Panelists  appeared to believe that how the objectives
would be implemented was as critical to understanding social consequences as the objectives
themselves--that these two aspects could not really be separated. This was the source of much
uncertainty in panelists’ evaluations of individual alternatives. For example, many questions were asked
about restoration and how it would be accomplished. Panelists also perceived that concerns about
biophysical resources were driving the alternatives, despite the rhetoric about social and economic
considerations. For example, they pointed to the lack of social or economic factors in development of
the integrity indices and forest and range clusters.

They were especially dissatisfied with what they considered to be uneven and often invalid assumptions i
regarding project budgets. They felt that some objectives and activity prescriptions had been developed
with budget constraints, while others either assumed flat-line budgets (which was highly questioned) or
appeared to ignore budget considerations altogether. Many panelists suggested a better approach would
have been either to cost out the alternatives or develop alternatives based on different levels of
investment.

3. A special concern related to implementation was the lack of specificity on the role of the public and
local, state, and tribal governments. They viewed this as a critical aspect of implementation for the
ecosystem management alternatives. Without information on how this coordination would take place,
the public’s access to decision making remained a question mark. A related concern was lack of
information on how other federal agencies would work with these other entities to coordinate across the
many jurisdictional boundaries to accomplish the societal goals and conditions inherent under
ecosystem management.
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The tribal panelists had an added concern regarding consultation and their unique role as a sovereign
nation. They objected to the theme descriptions which lumped tribal governments together with local
and state governments, believing that this was another reflection of the agencies’ lack of recognition of
the special status of tribes afforded by treaties and laws. They believed that consultation was viewed
very differently by tribal and federal governments and that tribal interests and definitions were
continuing to be left out of the process.

4. Panelists communicated in no uncertain terms the importance of doing a better job of communicating
to the public in the EISs. They believed that much scientific jargon was present and had difficulty
understanding the complexities of the alternatives-difficulty they believed would not have been
removed with more time or more information. The UCRB panel was not pleased that EIS project
managers were not available, and that project leadership was represented for just a small portion of the
panel session.

Estimates  of Social Consequences

ThiS section identifies preliminary social consequences of the alternatives proposed in the two EISs.
The seven alternatives that are evaluated are the same for both EISs, although separate panels were
held for the Eastside  and Upper Columbia areas. This section discusses the alternatives and estimated
social consequences, both in terms of responses from panelists and through the application of
information available to the authors.

Consequences are presented via descriptions of each of the impact criteria identified by the panels. As
noted earlier, several impact variables were considered and additional ones were suggested. Equity, a
major concern of panelists, and one also suggested by the literature, was not evaluated separately, but
included as a consideration under each of the other major criteria. Effects on scenery and recreation
are discussed under communities and quality of life.

Effects  on Predictability

Introduction

The predictability of flows of goods and services resulting from the alternatives is an issue apart from
the actual periodic amount of goods and services that would be provided under each alternative. This
is an issue for ecosystem management in particular for two main reasons. First, ecosystem management
recognizes that there are limits to predictability (Haynes and others 1.996); this acknowledgment then
raises into question the ability to accurately predict flows of goods and services from those ecosystems.
Second, ecosystem management is based on the principle of managing to achieve desired ecosystem
conditions, functions, and processes--not to achieve targeted levels of goods and services, which are
viewed as byproducts of restoring and maintaining healthy ecosystems. Ecosystem management deals
with these issues through adaptive management--continual adjustment of management activities based
on new knowledge gained. This continual adjustment implies a lack of long-term predictability
regarding flows of goods and services, as well as ecosystem conditions.
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These, and other factors such as recent wide fluctuations in flows of goods and services, emphasize the
importance of predictability as an ecosystem management issue. This is reflected in the purpose and
need, issues, and goal statements in the draft environmental impact statements.

During the ICBEMP project, the issue of predictability has been voiced by diverse interests, although
the issue is most commonly brought up in the context of timber harvest levels. Past confusions about.
variables such as annual sale quantity (ASQ), which has been viewed by the Forest Service as a
maximum capability, but by others as an actual target, have compounded the issue.

However, predictability is also an issue to other resource users. Ranchers who graze cattle on federal
lands have come to view allotments as a property right-suggesting the high levels of predictability that
come with this right--while others have suggested that this is not the correct view, and that allotments
should be more flexible. Recreation industries and visitors also are concerned about predictability, from
outfitting and guiding industries that depend on federal management to allow their businesses to
continue--both in terms of their ability to use federal lands as well as the conditions of those lands--to
recreation visitors who assume that the places they’ve always visited and cared about on federal lands
will be continue to provide the types of experiences they’ve had there in the past. sometimes for
generations.

Predictability also is an important concern to American Indians, who have seen resources on which
they depend on for subsistence, ritual, and culture, dwindle away and in some cases disappear
completely. Panelists stated that the Indians who signed treaties in the mid-1850s never could have
predicted that one day the massive fish runs of their time would be either gone or in imminent danger,
or that pollution and landscape alteration could ever reach existing levels.

This criterion is concerned with the predictability of the flows of economic goods .and services resulting
from the alternatives. It should also be clear that people are concerned about the predictability of
ecosystem health. The health of forests, rangelands, and aquatic systems is a social value as well as the
economic opportunities that result from those conditions. The predictability of achieving ecosystem
health can be found in the other evaluations of alternatives (aquatic, terrestrial, landscape ecology).

Criteria i

The variability of supply of timber or other resource commodities that flow from federal lands is one
way to address predictability and has been a common theme in comments received from the public
during EIS scoping sessions. Increased levels and types of opportunities for public involvement
provide another manner of addressing predictability. The rationale behind this assumes that
stakeholders, by working together and with the agencies over time, yill come to common
understandings regarding the likelihood that various activities will actually be implemented. For
example, timber industry representatives would gain a better understanding of the likelihood that a
given sale would be appealed, and could work with the agency and potential appellants to reduce this
likelihood.

A third way to address predictability is through the various measures proposed to restore ecosystem
health. One way this could affect predictability of flows of goods and services is to reduce the risk of
“catastrophic” fires that can suddenly change anticipated flows of many types of goods and services. A
fourth way is that by taking better care of endangered species (i.e., achieving better compliance with
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laws), resource flows would be less likely to be disrupted by successful appeals based on agency non-
compliance. A related hypothesis is that by achieving long-term ecosystem health, resource uses at
sustainable levels will be more likely to be achieved over the long term. One of the philosophies of
ecosystem management is that long-term health will lead to greater predictability of a wider range of
societal benefits, including not just commodity production opportunities but recreation and amenities,
fish and wildlife habitat, and clean water.

Relevant objectives and standards

Alternatives 3-7 contain an objective that addresses predictability directly regarding levels of timber
harvest:

SE-02: Avoid large shifts in commercial activity that cause rapid changes in demand
for labor (gain or loss of jobs) and capital (investments in plant and equipment) by
offering commercial timber for sale at an amount consistent with the volume available
from the acreage of timber harvest planned in tables 3-12 (See standard S-S3). Limit
annual variations in timber production by no more than plus or minus 15 percent for
Alts. 3 and 5. plus or minus 25 percent for Alt. 4, plus or minus 50 percent for Alt.

7, and plus 10 or minus 20 percent for Alt. 6.

An accompanying standard mandates achieving this direction unless an exemption is granted from the
Regional Foresters based on “circumstances which make the objective attainable.” The wording of this
objective appears to accept the greatest uncertainty (i.e., lack of predictability) in Alt. 7 because this
has the widest allowable range; predictability is allowed to vary second-most under Alt. 4. Alts. 3 and
5 are designed to allow the greatest predictability, while Alt. 6 is designed to allow more predictability
under rather than over anticipated harvest levels. The wording of the objective appears to value
stability in harvest levels over increases in them, capping increases over anticipated harvest levels as
well as limiting reductions.

The EISs address predictability through public participation with one objective that applies only to
Alternatives 3-7.

SE-010: To help achieve greater predictability for outcomes from lands managed by ?
the Forest Service or BLM and better public ownership of decisions, by providing
increased levels and types of opportunities for involvement of the public. Within 1
year develop and implement a systematic approach to seeking the knowledge and
opinions of a broad range of stakeholders through methods that encourage discussion,
understanding and resolution of issues.

Other various objectives and standards developed with respect to vegetation and disturbance processes
are designed to reduce risk and uncertainty and increase predictability. These may be found in the
draft EIS.

Evaluation  of alternatives

Several participants questioned the value of this criterion, while others felt it was very important. One
panel member representing timber interests voiced his frustrations by stating, “Sure, the level of
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harvest is important-but whatever timber volume comes out, just make sure we can count on it.” Other
panelists representing counties expressed concern over drops in payments to counties through various
revenue-sharing programs--money that is used by local governments to support roads and schools.
They pointed to the region-wide population growth that is occurring, saying that someone has to pay
for all of the infrastructure to support new residents, and that a lack of predictability in payments to
counties--as well as a drop in the actual level--has been and will continue to be a real problem,
especially for counties that have depended on revenue sharing for significant portions of their budgets.

In completing the workbooks, panelists rated the alternatives in how likely they would be to achieve
stability in outputs from federally administered lands. Stability implies flows that are consistent and
predictable, rather than predictable flows alone (which could fluctuate widely--but in predictable
cycles) but the concepts are similar because the issue is not level of goods and services provided but the
extent to which they are assured.

Panelists rated Alt. 1, 2, and 7 as the least likely to produce stable flows. The low ratings of Alts. 1
and 2 were based on the lack of predictability in timber harvest levels over recent years, when actual
levels were far lower‘than the levels anticipated, due in large part to successful and threatened appeals
over threatened-and endangered species and habitat conditions. Panelists saw little potential for this
changing under existing management direction. The ratings of Alt. 7 appeared to be based in part on
the likelihood that this would be a socially divisive alternative that could lead to uncertainty regarding
implementation. Panelists who rated this alternative as likely to produce high levels of stability
commented that “It’s easy to predict 0.”

Of the remaining alternatives, Alt. 4 was judged to provide the most stable levels of ourputs,  although
still in the moderate rather than the high range. Uncertainty about stable outputs was highest in Alt. 5,
due to panelists’ uncertainties about &hat  would actually happen under this alternative in general. Alts.
3 and 6 were rated somewhere in between.

Panelists’ conversations reflected this same pattern, as did the UCRB panelists’. completion of the work
sheet evaluating the predictability of goods and services under Alts. 2, 4, and 7. Nearly all of the
UCRB panelists rated Alt. 4 as more likely than All. 2 to produce predictable levels of goods and
services, especially over the’long term. It was generally thought that Alt. 4 would be more likely to f
produce predictable (and high) levels of goods and services over the short term as well, because of the ‘
higher anticipated levels of activity. Nearly all panelists, however, made it clear that this was based on
the assumption that adequate funding would be available--which many panelists doubted would actually
be the case.

Mitigation  and Monitoring
. .

Clearly, with predictability such a great concern, monitoring becomes an essential, even critical
element of the ecosystem-based alternatives. Monitoring is needed not only to assess whether timber
and other resource outputs are within the range expected, but also to determine if predicted annual
outputs are close to those actually occurring. A major question revolves around the geogiaphical  scale
of predictability, whether it should be monitored at the EIS area level, or at some finer scale. An
appropriate mitigation strategy would be to convene a panel of experts and publics to deal with this
question.
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Effects  on Access  to Decision Making

Introduction

In an assessment of social conditions in the interior Columbia River Basin, McCool  and others (1996)
concluded that social scientists, members of the public, and federal agencies believe that ecosystem
management requires greater levels of public participation, especially for collaborative efforts that
foster mutual learning and the search for consensus on complex, contentious natural resource and
public land management issues.

Others (Krannich  1994, Schlager and Freimund 1994) have described the lack of institutional
arrangements for this collaboration as a ‘major barrier to implementing ecosystem management. A
related debate is the role of the public, local and state governments, and other stakeholders in public
land management--specifically whether the appropriate role is to provide information, work toward
consensus, or actually share in the decision process. Yaffee and Wondolleck (1994) among others have
identified many ongoing efforts, some initiated by the agencies and some that began as grass-roots
efforts of citizens concerned about resource management in a given region, that have successfully
expanded public participation in resource management decisions and implementation. Current trends
suggest that the public is demanding more meaningful participation in public lands decisions, which
suggests that agencies can either choose to accommodate these desires or ignore them, with the latter
choice presenting substantial risks to the maintenance of public support.

Criteria

The UCRB panel called this criterion “enfranchisement” rather than the eastside  panel’s “access to
decision making,” but it was significant that both groups used these terms, rather than public
involvement or participation. Members of all three panels expressed frustration, saying the current
decision making process has left people behind, resulting in management practices that are not
acceptable. Involving people in meaningful ways, the panelists believed, required demonstrated efforts
to effectively document and respond to public concerns, providing adequate opportunities to listen, and
showing a commitment to follow through with public decisions about public lands. There was a clear
preference among panelists not to rely on the courts to make decisions, but to work things out jointly at i
a local level.

Access to decision making is viewed as a cornerstone of successful, implementable management, and is
especially important given that ecosystem management cannot be accomplished without people working
together across agencies, jurisdictions, and ownerships (Smith and other 1995).

Relevant  Objectives and Standards

Alternatives 1 and 2 address public involvement and participation in a variety of ways, as explained in
the draft EISs. Techniques and commitment to involving the public vary widely across the Basin, from
the minimum required by NEPA to substantial efforts designed to actively seek out public knowledge,
values, and opinions for application to public land management decisions. For areas of the Basin that
overlap with regions covered by the Northwest Forest Plan, Province Advisory Committees have been
formed to address resource management issues. For the remaining areas, the Forest Service and BLM



have created Resource Advisory Committees (RACs) to provide recommendations on a subregional
scale.

The other alternatives contain additional direction in a number of ways. Several objectives directly
mention new ways of public involvement, such as SE-08:

To increase public ownership of decisions, begin greater collaboration through
increased intergovernmental coordination with local, state, and tribal governments, and
interagency coordination with other federal agencies in planning, implementation, and
monitoring efforts in order to seek the knowledge and opinions from governmental
agencies.

A related standard requires National Forests and BLM districts to sign MOUs  or similar agreements
with local, state, and tribal governments within 2 years, to describe how they will work together to
accomplish mutual objectives. Another objective (SE-010) directs agencies to provide increased levels
of opportunities for involvement: methods that encourage discussion, understanding, and resolution of
issues are especially emphasized.

Alts. 3-7 contain additional provisions for public participation, including ecosystem analysis at the
watershed scale. The goal is to involve people who care about a given watershed in the inventory of
social, economic, physical, and biological resources in individual watersheds,,and  also to help set
objectives for their management. Alternative 3’s theme contains an additional emphasis on involvement
of local residents, while Alt. 5 contains language,about  coordination at the regional scale.

Evaluation  of Alternatives

Eastside  and UCRB panel members did not view Alts. 1 and 2 as making changes in existing patterns
of access to decision making, one of the most important reasons why these alternatives were viewed as
unacceptable. The additional provisions of Alts 3-7 at least provided hope that significant changes
would be made. The groups were not talking about holding ‘more public meetings, but about the need
for a dramatic change in how decisions are made. Panelists were concerned that the details of public
participation were not provided in an implementation plan, so they could not judge the actual level of
agency commitments. Until these details are known, for many the role of the public will remain words i

on paper that have little meaning. Panelists viewed Alt. 4 as more likely than Alt. 2 to promote local
participation and ownership in federal land management decisions, but only if faithfully carried out.
Alternative 7 was viewed less positively due to the restricted decision space available--the reserves,
with most activities prohibited, were not perceived to have room for public participation in
management decisions.

One of the most important concerns of American Indians was consultation, which was viewed not as an
event, but as an ongoing process. They did not believe that any of the alternatives met the need for
ongoing consultation with Indian tribes.

Indian panelists emphasized the importance. of agency willingness to sit at the same table and discuss
how trust and treaty responsibilities could be met through public land management activities. The
primary message, repeated again and again, was “You have not listened, and even when you have, we
have not been heard.” Panelists said that tribes need to be involved on an ongoing basis in planning
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actions on federal lands, with consultation extending beyond the requirements of NEPA. Panelists
indicated that from the tribal perspective, NEPA is not a tribal law, and consultation with the tribes
should not be forced into this box. Panelists perceived consultation to be a continual dialogue that
results in decisions that reflect tribal concerns, treaty rights, and trust responsibilities; within this
stream of dialogue, then there is room to talk about NEPA and individual projects. Tribal panelists
were especially concerned that tribes are often consulted late in the process, after many decisions have
been made and the scope of the decision narrowed.

Alternatives 3-7, if implemented as planned and followed through with regard to public participation,
may ultimately result in greater social acceptability and public ownership of decisions. Even if
decisions are not as acceptable, they will be better understood, and perhaps less subject to appeal if
diverse viewpoints have been cotisidered  and incorporated to the extent possible.

The Social Assessment found support at the national as well as local level for paying more attention to
the people who will be most affected by local public land management decisions--perceived by most to
be local and regional residents. However, concerns about equity have been raised when an increased
emphasis is placed on local participation. For example, a recent report by the Chairman of the Sierra
Club to its Board of Directors (November 18, 1995) demonstrates a concern for the potential biases
inherent in local access to decision-making:

Instead of having national rules hammered out to reflect majority rule in the nation,
transfer of power to a local venue implies decision-making by a very different majority-
-in a much smaller population. ..we should worry about agencies abdicating
responsibility for the overall interests of the public...

In evaluating this concern for possible inequity, it is important to recognize that agencies dannot  legally
abdicate decision authority. In addition, the Federal Advisory Committee Act was designeq  to mitigate
this and similar concerns by providing balanced membership in advisory groups. The issue of local,
regional, and national balance is always a consideration even in groups not formally chartered under
FACA, and a number of Ways to address this concern have been successfully implemented.

Mitigation  and Monitoring i

Monitoring of public access to decision making should involve not just counting the number of
meetings or participants, but measures qf the perceptions of participants regarding their role in the
decision making process and acceptability of the outcome.‘Mechanisms  for sharing decision making
should be explored and implemented on a trial basis. Agencies should seriously consider ‘demonstrating
their commitment by paying participants for their time and energy as well as their actual expenses.
Monitoring is an especially effective way of involving the public; people may not always have the time
fo become involved in lengthy planning efforts, but may wish to be active in checking whether the
agencies did what they agreed to, and whether the actions were effective.

Although recent changes in FACA make involvement of local, state, and tribal governments more
possible, there are no additional provisions for public participation on an ongoing basis. The agencies
should explore possible changes to FACA that would allow groups of stakeholders to meet with
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agencies regularly, while still maintaining the balance of representation and avoiding the abuses that
FACA was designed to prevent.

The commitment to consultation with American Indiantribes will have to be demonstrated before it can
become effective. As one panelist described, “We cannot have trust without responsibility, and the
federal government has .not  behaved responsibly. n This is one reason why tribal panelists were
extremely skeptical of objectives related to consultation. The effectiveness of consultation needs to be
measured by tribal members’ evaluation of whether consultation goals are being met.

Effects  on Private Lands

Introduction

The ICBEMP is designed to result in new direction for management of lands administered by the Forest
Service or BLM in the interior Columbia River basin, through eventual amendment of some or all of
the 74 plans currently used to manage these lands. The Draft EISs are clear in stating that there will be
no attempts to address management of private lands through the process. However, the alternatives may
impact private lands in several ways.

First, changes in management of public lands can affect the supply of and demand for goods and
services--not just on public lands but on private lands capable of providing similar goods and services.
An example provided by the panelists was that reduced timber harvest on public lands has led to
increased harvest on private lands. These interactions may be complex, and dependent on many factors
outside the control of federal land management agencies.

Second, private lands adjacent public lands may be more directly affected; the EISs describe many of
the emerging difficulties in managing the urban-wildland interface area, including fire protection,
trespass, and wildlife conflicts. This issue gains importance given the current and projected population
increases in the interior Basin, much of which is likely to occur in interface areas.

Third, because ecosystems do not necessarily start and stop at public land boundaries, achieving the
goais of restoring ecosystem health may not be possible by activities on public lands alone. In the
project area, just over l/2 of the acreage is administered by the Forest Service or BLM. FEMAT
(1993) recommended that “federal agencies be encouraged to provide leadership by moving beyond the
limits of federal jurisdictions to engage states, tribes, forest industry, and other private forest managers
as equal and essential partners in discussing their relative roles in sustaining the region’s forests and
communities. ” Such statements, however, inspire great concern among some segments of the public,
who view ecosystem management as a possible intrusion on private property rights.

Criteria

Because of the explicit lack of objectives and programs in the EISs relating to private lands and the lack
of some types of critical information (such as species viability), it is difficult to distinguish the effects of
the alternatives on private property beyond general concerns expressed by panelists. However, some
criteria that could indirectly help gauge the effects of alternatives include the degree to which actions
are coordinated between public and private ownerships, the degree to which wildland  fire risks are
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reduced, and the number and type of incentives that extend to private landowners to attain mutually
beneficial objectives.

. Relevant  Objectives  and Standards

The intent is to refine management on Forest Service and BLM lands only, so there is little mention of
. objectives addressing private lands. One of the only exceptions is SE-07, which applies to Alts. 3-7:

Reduce the risk of life and property loss due to wildfire and decrease future wildfire ,
suppression costs by actively managing wildland  fuels on areas of Forest Service and
BLM administered lands within or adjacent to wildland-urban interface areas.

A related standard calls for coordinatihg  this objective with local governments. The alternatives do not
propose any other processes for direct involvement of private lands, such as incentives for landowners
to work toward mutual ecosystem health objectives.

Other activities called for in Alternatives 3-7 indirectly involve private lands: for example, ecosystem
assessment at the watershed scale involves inventory of resources and conditions in watersheds at the
local level. Conditions across watersheds are studied in this process, to provide a context for
management of federal lands by assessing interactions with resources and conditions located on non-
federal lands. It is recognized that just studying conditions on non-federal lands can be controversial.
For example, the federal guide to conducting ecosystem assessment recognizes that even with voluntary
landowners participation, there may be concerns regarding proprietary data and public access to
sensitive information.

Evaluation  of Alternatives

Panelists identified a mix of potential effects on private lands. In particular, Alt. 7 was viewed as
having a greater effect on private lands compared to the existing situation, because it could shift the
burden of providing timber, grazing, and some types of recreation opportunities to private lands. One
panelist commented that when private lands become the dominant source of timber, the incentive has
been to overcut  while prices are high, leading to long-term effects on forest’productivity and ecosystem
health. i

It also was recognized that creation of large reserves could increase the attraction of the Basin for
quality of life migrants who would enjoy the recreational and scenic amenities and other characteristics
associated with reserves. This could increase land values, which may encourage subdivision and
settlement of the interface areas and lead to loss of agricultural land in some locations. It also was
viewed as having the potential to increase conflicts between long-time residents and newcomers who
may have different value systems. Other effects mentioned included increased smoke from wildfires left
to burn.

Some of the same effects were projected under Alternative 4, in part due to its decrease from current
levels of timber harvest and grazing opportunities. However, panelists mentioned that tightening
regulation of federal lands to protect endangered species could have the effect of allowing less
restriction on private lands. In addition, greater predictability of resource supply and the reduced risk
of catastrophic fires could allow private timber owners to better manage their lands. Over the long
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term, improvements in ecosystem health were viewed as increasing property values and the desirability
of the interior Basin as a place to live and visit. Alternative 4, then, was generally viewed as having
fewer effects on private property compared to Alt. 7.

American Indian panelists voiced great concern at the prospect of being asked to “shoulder the
conservation burden that the United States left  by the wayside of resource exploitation.” Panelists cited
a planned U.S. Fish and Wildlife rule that would describe contributions necessary from non-federal
lands necessary to meet conservation objectives: “The FWS plans to include Indian lands without
regard to the special status of Indian trust lands under federal law. ” A critical related issue to the tribes
was the severe restrictions on treaty-protected fisheries that have been made because of past and
ongoing resource exploitation for economic purposes.

The potential for shifting impacts from public to private lands could be mitigated by close coordination
with local landowners and local governments. Alternative 3, which focuses attention on local
coordination, could prove more successful at accomplishing this.

Increased protection of wildland-urban interface areas from wildfire would undoubtedly protect
property and lives, but also could  have the effect of encouraging additional development in the
interface areas, increasing the likelihood of other problems and conflicts developing.

The success of restoring ecosystem health under all alternatives may depend in part on actions taken by
private landowners. The lack of positive incentives for private landowners to participate on a voluntary
basis may detract from this effort. The success of public participation efforts undertaken under Alts. 3-
7 has the potential to determine local landowners’ wilhngness  to participate in ecosystem management.
Involvement of local govemments’in a meaningful way also could advance cooperation among federal
and non-federal land managers. Successful consultation with Indian tribes could lead to increased\
coordination of management activities.

Monitoring  and Mitigation

As suggested above, the presence of positive incentives to voluntarily help achieve ecosystem health,
coupled with a strong and effective public participation program and increased access to decision
making, could encourage private landowners to work with federal, state, and local governments to

i

identify and achieve mutually agreeable ecosystem objectives.

Monitoring effects on private lands would have to be tempered by the strong desires of private
landowners to maintain privacy. Data collection efforts would need to be accomplished by individuals
that are trusted and not associated .with regulatory authority, and participation would necessarily be ’
voluntary to assure that individuals maintain proprietary decision-making authority over actions taken
on their lands.

The ability to understand what types of shifts in demands for resources may result from the
implementation of alternatives would appear to require an initial dialogue with private landowners and
their associations on what types of information would be mutually agreeable to track over time. An
examination of existing arrangements of public/private partnerships could be helpful to understand the
conditions that have led to successful cooperation in the past.
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Effects  on Communities  and Quality of Life

Introduction

Community is a concept fundamental to understanding people and how they interact with the
environment, yet its definition has remained elusive and controversial in the literature (Fitchen  1991).
The term community can have several definitions. Communities can be groups of like-minded people
who gain strength from their relationships and associations. Communities of interest, as these groups
are called, can be people employed in a similar profession, people who participate in the same
activities, or those who share a set of values--examples are the ranching community, or the
environmental community. Of particular importance are occupationally based communities that derive
their livelihood from natural resources. These groups often have identities strongly associated, with
their livelihood.

Community also has a more traditional definition--a spatially-defined place such as a town. This is an
important scale because the community is where people socialize, work. shop, and raise their children.
It is often the focus of peoples’ social lives. Counties are an important political scale to consider. but
leaving the discussion at that level would mask the many differences among communities within a given
county.

Another aspect of community is the quality of life of its residents, also an issue identified in the EIS
scoping process. Quality of life can be loosely identified as the combination of economic, political,
psychological. social, cultural and environmental characteristics that make a community an attractive
place to live. Areas with high quality of life tend to retain existing residents and attract new ones.

Quality of life cannot be measured simply by relying on easily measured social indicators (Little and
Krannich, 1989); these need to be supplemented with perceptions of people, and how they define
quality of life. Some of the things people typically base their evaluations on include opportunities for
employment, feeling a part of the community, having a sense of control over decisions that affect their
future and the future of their community, knowing that government is acting in ways that benefit people
equitably, living without fear of crime or environmental hazards, and feeling confident that one’s
children have a fair start in life. Other considerations include the attractiveness and aesthetics of the
environment where one lives and the quality of services such as infrastructure, medical care, education, i

and commercial services.

From a Basinwide perspective, the baseline level of quality of life in small, rural communities is
considered high. Eighty percent of the community residents who attended one of the Community Self-
Assessment workshops held in 198 small, rural communities in the interior Basin rated the quality of
life in their community as higher than that in most towns.

The Social Assessment described small, rural communities in the interior Basin in terms of their
resiliency-their ability to successfully cope with change. Resiliency, like the FEMAT concept of
“community,capacity”  depends on a number of community characteristics, including economic strength
and diversity, population size, infrastructure, amenities such as attractiveness of the town and
surrounding country, and human capital such as civic leadership and social cohesion.

22



The assumption is that larger communities with currently high levels of resiliency will not be greatly
affected by federal land management actions within the range of activity displayed by the alternatives.
As noted above, this does not mean that groups of families or individual members of larger
communities are not affected by changes in flows of resource commodities and other goods and
services from federally administered lands, but simply that smaller communities, because of their
tendency to possess lower levels of economic diversity and resiliency, may be more sensitive to

changing conditions.

Generalizing the effects of the alternatives on communities ‘and quality of life within the Basin must be
recognized as highly problematic because communities vary greatly in terms of size, economic
structure, setting, and relationship to federally managed natural resources. Communities are nested
within larger levels of social organization and a host of exogenous factors-in addition to federal land
management policy-may affect their future. Even communities located in close proximity to Forest
Service or BLM administered lands may experience entirely different effects from the same alternative.
Finally, actions that benefit a community as a whole may not benefit all of its members or all
communities of interest; there will always be distributive effects within communities. .

Criteria

Management of federal lands could potentially affect communities in several ways-through provision
of employment and income via resource commodity production and processing, promotion of
recreation opportunities for local residents and as a basis for tourism, support of. community
attractiveness via provision of high quality scenery, healthy forests and clean air and water: through
revenue sharing payments; and through placement of federal employees in small communities.

Jobs and Income

The effects of changes in jobs is influenced by several intervening variables. These include the
resiliency of the community,  the presence of wood processing and manufacturing facilities in the
community, availability of job retraining programs, community activities to prepare for change and/or
strategies to attract new business and industry, proportion of the county budget dependent on federal
resource revenue sharing programs, population growth and migration patterns into and out of the 2
community, and the stability of projected harvestable timber flows. The number and variability of
these intervening variables coupled with the sheer number of small communities in the Basin prohibits
identifying impacts of the alternatives on specific communities.

The EIS establishes objectives and standards for economic uses of federally administered lands to
mitigate impacts for Alternatives 3-7: ‘.

SE-05: Emphasize customary economic uses in rural communities or geographic areas
identified as less economically diverse and more dependent on outputs of
goods and services from Forest Service and BLM administered lands based on:
(1) where these uses generate a substantial percent of local employment: (2)
that are geographically isolated: and (3) that are not gaining substantial
employment opportunities in other industries. These areas are henceforth
referred to as priority areas. Prioritize activities on tables 3-12 and 3-13 in
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these areas to promote such customary uses as well as new activities in these
priority areas.

SE-S2: Priority areas shall be established in the Record of Decision. Changes to priority areas
shall occur by amendments to land use plans. Priority areas shall be reassessed every
five years to determine if conditions warrant a change in priority areas designation

Objectives and standards specific to community resiliency that relate to Alternatives 3-7. There are no
parallel objectives and standards for Alternatives l-2.

SE-06: Within three years support rural communities in their efforts to become more
resilient by implementing policies which favor local labor, resources and
knowledge and local use of resources from Forest Service and BLM-
administered lands in the implementation of objectives SE-01, SE-02, SE-03,
SE-08, and SE-018.

SE-07 Within three years support local strategies that enhance social and economic
conditions in rural communities. Define a federal agency role which assists in
providing developmental, tourism, and recreational activities that help diversify
rural economies and improve quality of life.

SE-08 Reduce the risk of life and property loss due to wildfire and decrease future
wildfire suppression costs by actively managing wildland  fuels on areas of
Forest Service and BLM administered lands within or adjacent to wildland-
urban interface areas.

SE-S3 Involve local governments plus other landowners organizations as appropriate
in development of coordinated fuel management plans and priorities.

Recreation and Access

Access to recreation opportunities is an important component of quality of life and contributes to the
vitality of small communities in the Basin. Many Basin residents live here because they enjoy i
recreational opportunities found on federally administered lands. The economic values associated with
recreation settings and activities are considerable in the Basin: Haynes and Horne (1995) identified
recreation as the highest value use of federal lands in the Basin.

The tool utilized in this analysis to measure variation among alternatives in recreation opportunities in
the Basin is the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), which identifies the type of recreational
experience available to a visitor. The ROS is a national system within the Forest Service for
categorizing the supply of recreational settings. Within the ICBEMP the seven standard ROS
categories have been collapsed to three groupings: primitive/semi-primitive, roaded  natural, and
,rurai/urban.  The presence or absence of roads is the primary determinant in ROS classifications, and
blocks of land greater than 2500 acres in size that are more than one half mile  from a road are
classified as primitive/semi-primitive.
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Of particular significance to recreation is the large amount of primitive and semi-primitive recreation
opportunity in the Basin. From a national perspective the region has a comparative advantage in the
amount of primitive/semi-primitive recreation opportunities - the basin has more large areas in this
wildland-type classification than any other region in the continental United States. These areas
combine exceptional scenery with an experience of solitude that draws visitors from a national and
international constituency.

Changes in road management, such as closures and decommissioning, may decrease accessibility for
both roaded  natural and primitive/semi-primitive opportunities. An additional issue surrounding the
question of.access  deals with the capability of people with disabilities to utilize facilities and programs
provided on federally administered lands. The alternatives do not address the concern of access for
people with disabilities.

The draft EIS has several objectives and one standard that relates to the provision of recreation
opportunities. Alts. 1 and 2 do not contain new objectives or standards (except for SE-011), so the
objectives SE-012 through SE-014 apply only to Alts. 3-7. Alts. 1 and 2 anticipate that the recreation
objectives in existing plans will be carried out.

SE-O 11 (Alts. l-3) Manage for a broad range of resource-dependent, land and water-
based recreation opportunities to provide a variety of recreation experiences
and outcomes. (Alt. 4) In addition, identify opportunities to capitalize on
restoration efforts by creating new opportunities for low-impact, nature-
appreciative recreation and tourism. (Ah. 5) In areas where recreation is the
primary emphasis, emphasize the most appropriate recreation and tourism
opportunities that reflect current and projected demand and from which public
lands are best suited. (Ah. 6) Same as Ah. 4; In addition, identify
opportunities to capitalize on restoration efforts by creating new opportunities
for low-impact, nature-appreciative recreation and tourism. (Ah. 7) In areas
outside reserves, same as Alts. 1, 2. and 3. Provide additional opportunities. . _-..
for primitive and semi-primmve  recreation irireserves. 1.1---  -_* -,~ 4: ;r5--

Standard SE-S5: (Alts. 1, 2. 3, 4, and 6) Use the ROS or other appropriate !
agency direction to guide inventory and management to meet ’
goals for recreation settings and experiences. (Alt. 7) Outside
reserves, same as above. Manage reserves for primitive and
semi-primitive settings.

SE-012 Identify opportunities to provide public access for land and water-based
recreation purposes.

SE-013 Foster and strengthen partnerships between public and private sectors to raise
the quality and quantity of recreation and tourism facilities and services, to
avoid duplication, and to share resources.

SE-014 Take actions that will lead to recreation programs operating in a financially
self-supporting manner.
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Scenery

Communities are affected by the surrounding scenic condition, as an attractive natural setting
contributes to perceptions of community desirability. In general, scenic conditions within the Basin are
very good, with several major portions of the Basin representing perhaps the most visually intact areas
within the contiguous United States (Galliano and Loeffler 1995). A high quality scenic backdrop
helps to attract new businesses, and growth in the Basin can be related to the high quality amenities in
the region, of which scenery is an integral part (Rasker 1995). Population growth of high amenity
recreation counties in the basin (Johnson and Beale  1995) has been a major driver of economic growth
and job opportunities (Haynes and Horne 1996).

The tool utilized in this analysis to measure variation among alternatives of the quality of scenery in the
Basin is scenic integrity, which refers to visual “intactness” of a landscape, based largely on the
evidence of human disturbance. Where human alterations of naturally evolving or naturally appearing
landscapes are more evident, the lower the scenic integrity. In developing an existing scenic integrity
inventory for the ICBEMP, classifications utilized five categories: Very High (settings.where the
landscape is visually intact with only minute deviations), High (settings where the landscape appears
intact), Moderately High (settings where the landscape appears slightly fragmented), Moderately Low
(settings where the landscape appears fragmented) and Low (settings where the landscape appears
heavily fragmented).

The EISs contain several objectives that directly address scenery as it relates to quality of life in the
Basin. ,Note  that there is one objective for Alts. 1 and 2, but three different objectives for Alts. 3
through 7.

Alt. 1 and 2 Meet established visual quality objectives based on management principles and
techniques from the applicable agency visual landscape management system.

SE-015

SE-016

SE-017

Enhance scenic integrity in areas currently rated as low or moderately low by
implementing management activities for forest and range vegetation and road
densities at the levels described in tables 3-12.

Maintain the highest level of scenic integrity and decrease short- and long-term i’
risks from wildfire by implementing activities for forest and range vegetation
and road densities at the levels described in tables 3-12.

Protect human health and decrease short- and long-term risks of degraded air
quality from wildfire by implementing vegetation management activities at the
levels in tables 3-12.

Payments  to Counties

County governments provide many community services in rural areas, from police and fire protection
to road maintenance, libraries, and other social services. Local school districts, which operate as
independent units of government in each of the states in the interior Basin, are an additional
institutional fixture within communities, and the schools they administer offer highly important focal
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points for community cohesion, supplying community educational needs as well as cultural and athletic
events that draw the community together.

Both county governments and school districts in the ICB are the recipients of federal revenue sharing
payments, based on the amount of federal land in the county and.the  value of the commodities extracted
in a given year.. The magnitude of these payments have corresponding effects on the communities
within these larger institutional units receiving revenue sharing payments. The higher the harvest
value, the more money returned to roads to schools.

Schmidt (1995) examined levels of federal revenue sharing in ICBEMP counties over recent years to
understand the significance of both PILT and 25 percent payments to the support of these important
community institutions and discovered that only a minority of the counties in the Basin receive
additional benefits from the added revenues from the 25 percent fund. The majority of counties in the
Basin would receive baseline PILT payments of $0.75 per acre regardless of harvest revenue, but 31
counties receive additional benefits based on commodity extractions.

Alts. 1 and 2 do not show any new objectives or standards relating to revenue sharing from federal
lands, but Alts. 3-7 contain one objective:

SE-09 Improve stability of Federal payments to local governments to contribute to
long-term budget consistency and planning of local government revenues
through increased predictability (S-01) of goods and services from federal
lands.

Evaluation  of the Alternatives

Panelists in the Eastside  and UCRB were uncertain regarding likely effects on communities, although
there was a general sentiment that current plans, as reflected by Ah. 1 and 2, do not resolve key
issues. Declines of forest health, fish populations, and the potential negative consequences of wildland
fires, did not appear to be adequately addressed by Alts. 1 and 2, making it likely that these alternatives
would be less socially acceptable than Alts. 3-7.

g

For small rural communities in the Basin, continued management of timber on federal lands and access
to rangelands for grazing ‘is viewed as a significant issue. Alt. 1 represents a policy direction that has
had been significantly modified and to which a return is not possible. At the Basin level, harvestable
timber volume is expected to decline over the current situation for all alternatives. However, the ranges
attached to timber volume estimates associated with the alternatives are large and overlap to some
extent across all alternatives. This questions whether the alternatives actually differ on this key
variable.

In the Eastside  area, Alt. 2 (which can be more realistically described as the current policy direction)
yields the highest average timber harvest volume. Of the ecosystem based alternatives, Alt. 5 results in
the lowest decrease in volume from Alt. 2. In the Upper Columbia area, Alts. 3 and 5 yield the highest
volumes, which are significantly above levels in Alt. 2. In terms of range forage, all alternatives
except for Alt. 7 show modest declines in animal unit months and federal range dependent jobs. Alt. 7
would result in a 50% loss (430) in these jobs, 75% of this impact would be felt in the Upper Columbia
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Basin. No projections are currently available regarding the effects on other types of jobs that depend to
some extent on federal administration of resources, such as those in the recreation and tourism
industry.

It is difficult to estimate the effect to sustainable and predictable supplies of goods and services of the
general social-economic objectives relating to jobs and income identified above. They tend to be
consistent across alternatives, with the exception that Alts. 3-7 differ in the amount of variability in
timber production, with Alt. 7 showing the greatest allowable annual variance (plus or minus 50%) and
Alts. 3, 5, and 6 showing the least annual variance (although, as noted above, a different set of
information provided by the project suggests that estimated variation would be equal across
alternatives).

Not enough information was available to identify potential impacts to timber-related occupational
categories, because job information was not yet available. Ranching associated jobs and lifestyles
would be most impacted by Alt. 7, which shows a loss of 430 jobs across the Basin. As pointed out in
the Economic Assessment, this. number is a very small proportion. of ranching jobs attributable to
federal lands in the Basin, and tends to affect larger rather than smaller operations. However, most of
this impact would be felt in select areas of the upper basin.

Alt. 1 has not been implemented as planned, resulting in substantial decreases in employment in the
wood products industry, and increased uncertainty for communities. Some panel participants felt that
the social impacts of reductions in timber harvesting in the Basin have already occurred, while others
felt that additional adverse effects were very possible. Participants suggested that equity issues included
possible tradeoffs between timber jobs and commercial fishing jobs. Implementation of Alt. 1 may
negatively affect recreation and tourism because of declines in fish habitat. Ah. 1 also does not fit into
the philosophy of ecosystem-based management, and therefore is contrary to direction of the project.
Alt. 1 may have provided more government revenue sharing funds, but it is questionable that this could
have been sustained in the long run. There are no new proposed objectives and standards dealing with
enhancing community resiliency in either Alts. 1 or 2.

Alt. 4 was viewed by panelists as having higher social acceptability than either Alts. 1 or 2. Alt. 4 may
likely result in greater economic diversity because of restoration efforts needed. but could increase
inmigration to the Basin and its smaller communities, resulting in higher levels of social conflict i
because new residents tend to bring different value systems. Because Alt. 4 involves substantial
restoration activity, and such activity requires a funding level that is uncertain, it is difficult to evaluate
its effects on employment and communities,. although objectives and standards identify a preference for
local hiring (as they do for all Alts. 3-7).

Not enough information was provided to determine if wood volume put up for sale under restoration
will be profitable for the private sector or of sufficient stability and of such a long term for new
processing plants to be developed. Alt. 4, however, may provide employment opportunities by the
government and private sectors, thereby keeping youth residing in smaller communities at home and
reducing outmigration.

It is unclear what the effects of Alt. 4 may be on revenue sharing. While timber harvest levels are
projected to decrease from the current situation, prices may rise, leading to potentially no net change in
revenues to county governments, depending on market conditions. Restoration of range lands may
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increase forage availability, thereby resulting in a positive effect on ranching, assuming the increased
forage can be utilized by cattle. Modeling of this impact apparently was not conducted by the
ICBEMP.

Ah. 7 was viewed as having many negative impacts by panelists. It was felt that it carried a greater
likelihood of catastrophic events that could move outside the reserves. Alt. 7 may increase scenic
integrity and quality of life for many yet also lead to potential increases in inmigration. Such increases
in population growth may lead to more subdivisions, thereby increasing population density, habitat
fragmentation and wildfire hazard. Such subdivisions may not pay sufficiently for the government
services needed by residents. Alt. 7 may also involve much,smaller  staffing levels for the Forest
Service and BLM, leading to negative effects in terms of the availability of skills and knowledge for
managing change, and may lead to substantial reductions in resource based revenue sharing. However,
some panelists felt that Alt. 7 may force communities to reconsider their economic futures, thereby
increasing their resiliency.

Related to scenic condition, Alts. 3, 4 and 7 lead to relatively sizeable proportional increases in lands
of high and very high scenic integrity classes within the decade for the Eastside  area. These
alternatives would be expected to enhance the viability of communities located in the nearby area by
making their surrounding settings more visually attractive.

In the Upper Columbia, the situation is somewhat more complex. Nearly two-thirds of federally
administered lands in this area are currently rated as high and very high scenic integrity; many of these
lands are within designated Wilderness or other protected areas. Alts. 3, 4 and 5 would lead to
decreases in scenic integrity and Alt. 7 will experience a modest increase. Therefore, in the Upper
Columbia area, we would expect to see community viability affected only in a minor way by shifts in
scenic integrity.

Changes in amounts of acreage in both primitive/semi-primitive and roaded  natural recreation
opportunities are relatively modest under all alternatives and are localized to the lower Clark Fork and
Southern Cascades Ecological Reporting Units in Alt. 5. Across the Basin, Alt. 5 represents a
reduction of approximately 77,000 hectares in primitive/semi-primitive classes over the current
situation. Data provided by the economics staff suggests that this amount of conversion will have little ,,
affect on net economic benefits of recreation at the Basin level. I

Some panelists argued that the focus on production of timber as a measure to identify community
impacts only continued a management emphasis that has traditionally been unbalanced, favoring
commodities over investments in amenities, while recreation may be the biggest growth area in the
Basin. However, many panelists believed that under current mechanisms for collections, recreation
does not pay its way, and thus, remains undervalued. If funded at appropriate levels and systems for
income from recreation were established, recreation could be viewed as a commodity.

The lack of revenue returns to counties from the 25 % payment creates disincentives for local officials
to support alternatives to reduce timber harvest volumes. Alt. 7 would create a significant drop-off in
funds to those counties. that receive revenue sharing payments in excess of PILT. Decreases in timber
volume occurring under Alt. 7 may be counterbalanced by increases in prices, thus the effects are
uncertain. Only Alt. 1 would be expected to provide levels of revenue sharing in the 25 percent fund
that are close to payments made to counties over the past decade.
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Panelists commented that the effect of management actions on communities has often been cast as a
trade off between recreation and traditional uses, which does not reflect the complementary effects of
roads to recreation access, the funding for road maintenance from timber harvests, and the new types
of harvest techniques to maintain scenic characteristics.

Panelists also commented that extraction of non-traditional forest resources and the access to these
resources is becoming more of an economic issue. Greater returns to the federal Treasury may be
provided by some non-timber forest products than by the harvest of wood products. These “special”
forest products also increase potential for cross-cultural conflicts, based on different uses and/or
harvesting techniques associated .with  ethnic groups. None of the alternatives appeared to provide’
direction regarding contributions to communities of non-timber forest products. Impacts to cultural
groups, such as Hispanic and Asians/Pacific Islanders, who use federally administered natural
resources for nontraditional forest products are unknown because estimates of harvestability of
culturally salient plants and animals was not available.

Road density measures provide de facto estimates of access to federally administered lands for a variety
of purposes, including access to plant and animal species and culturally important sites for American
Indian tribes, access to nontraditional forest products and access to a variety of recreational
opportunities.

In the Eastside  area, the proportion of land in the highest road density classes (above 1.7 miles per
square mile) will decrease significantly under Alts. 3, 4 and 7. There are no major changes in road
densities in the other alternatives. Under none of the alternatives will there be increases in the lowest
road density classes, suggesting that access in general will continue at current levels. Apparently much
of this decrease will come from relatively small spur roads, while major thoroughfares will remain
open. In the Upper Columbia area, only Alts. 6 and 7 result in changes in road densities. These
alternatives lead to 12 % and 14 % respectively reductions in the proportion of roads in the high and
extremely high density classes, with no changes in the lower road density classes. Impacts will depend
on which roads are closed, the process used to select roads for closure, and the availability of access to
similar settings.

Panelists wondered about changes likely to result from anticipated inmigrarion on the relationship of
people to the landscape, especially in terms of recreation pressure. None of the alternatives appeared i’
to panelists to be adequately addressing recreation needs and the demands placed on resource
management. One panelist suggested that the apparent lack of objectives concerning recreation meant
that the agencies were failing to adequately address one of the most important Basinwide issues.

Recreational use is projected to increase dramatically,. partly in response to rising populations within
the Basin and partly in because of increased tourism, which is an economic development policy of all
states in the Basin. Changes in road management involve decommissioning or obliteration of the road
surface, therefore, reductions in roads do not provide for increased opportunities for hiking, hunting,
fishing or mountain biking that have been dependent on a road-like trail surface.

Reductions in road density could potentially increase road traffic, as demand for natural resource-based
recreation increases but fewer miles of road are available. Such increases may lead to congestion,
conflict and decreased air quality because of increased dust production. Such obliterations, however,
may lead to less sedimentation entering streams, with a positive affect on fish populations resulting in
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greater fishing opportunities. Reductions in road density also could increase the quality of recreation in
primitive and semi-primitive settings by making access slightly more difficult. Because reductions in
road density occur mostly at the highest density levels-and increasing the acreage of moderately roaded
areas, the alternatives may have no discernable affect on access for disabled persons.

The amount of acreage and number of roadless  areas, which is a major issue in the Upper Columbia
area, but not formally recognized by the EIS, appear to be unaffected by the proposed alternatives.
Under Alt. 7, 40% of federally administered land in the Basin would be designated as reserves. This
designation, accompanied by lack of prescribed fire, may significantly change the vegetational
composition and character of these roadless  areas. No projections were made by the ICBEMP of
changes specific to existing roadless areas, so this conclusion is speculative.

There may be an inequitable distribution of costs and benefits among the alternatives. Under Ah. 1,
smaller rural communities may have received much of the economic benefit (in terms of jobs and
employment) generated by timber harvesting activity and the use of below cost timber sales. Alt. 2,
because of the severe restrictions of interim measures (such as PACFISH), places more of the cost on
the small community, again, primarily because of loss of jobs in the resource commodity industries
caused by the interim measures. Specific objectives for enhancing community resiliency are
established for Alts. 3-7, in order to confront potential changes in the distribution of costs and benefits.
However, panelists disagreed about establishing priority areas based on isolation and employment
growth in other industries, suggesting that these criteria were too limiting for mitigation programs, and
implying that the federal government .was forsaking small communities.

Alt. 3 suggests that small communities will have a larger share of the benefits because they will have a
strong voice in local resource management decisions. Thisdoes  not necessarily mean that increased
timber harvesting will result, only that it is more likely that local needs will be addressed. If the jobs

created by Alt. 4 materialize, and if a priority is given to local labor to accomplish restoration, then
smaller communities may benefit as well. The distribution of effects from Alts. 5 and 6 are unclear.
Alt. 6 may have the same effects as Alt. 4, but occur over a longer time frame. Such longer time
frames may increase the uncertainty associated with implementation of this alternative, reducing its
social acceptability. Alt. 7 appears to shift benefits away from many smaller communities to the nation
as a whole, while the costs, in terms of resource commodity processing jobs, increased variability in
commodity flows and increased risk of wildfire, may be borne by smaller communities. Communities i

that currently have low levels of resiliency may be especially affected.

In summary; as stated above quality of life is a subjectively-perceived judgement based on
consideration of many different aspects of one’s life. An attempt to characterize effects on quality of
life is an uncertain task of dubious merit, but some observations can be made based on the above
descriptions. Alternatives 4 and 6 appear most likely to produce conditions that would contribute to the
quality of life in interior Basin communities. Social panelists generally viewed these two alternatives as
the most acceptable (or, perhaps, the least unacceptable). Both of these alternatives increase the
predictability of flows of goods and services from public lands by meeting fish and wildlife
conservation’objectives. Like Alternatives 3 and 5, they create new opportunities for collaborating with
the public and local, state, and federal agencies. They are expected to have positive effects on amenities
such as recreation and scenery, and they have the least effects on private lands.



The main difference between these two is the lower level of economic activity generated under
Alternative 6, based on that alternative’s lower levels of activities such as timber harvest, particularly
in the upper Basin. It is unclear what the effects of Alt. 4 may be on revenue sharing. While timber
harvest levels are projected to decrease from the current situation, prices may rise, leading to
potentially no net change in revenues to county governments, depending on market conditions.
Restoration of range lands may increase forage availability, thereby resulting in a positive effect on
ranching, assuming the increased forage can be utilized by cattle.

Alternatives 1, 2, 5, and 7 appear least likely to produce conditions that would contribute to quality of
life. Social panelists tended to view these as less acceptable because of their relatively lower levels of
predictability of resource flows, potential for greater effects on private lands, and fewer opportunities
for public participation. One of the main differences is that Alternative 7 was rated by the species
viability panels as more likely to move toward desirable aquatic and terrestrial habitat conditions. This
should improve predictability--but of a comparatively lower level of goods and services.

The lack of revenue returns to counties from the 25% payment creates disincentives for local officials
to support alternatives to reduce timber harvest volumes. Alt. 7 would create a significant drop-off in
funds to those counties that receive revenue sharing payments in excess of PILT. Decreases in timber
volume occurring under Alt. 7 may be counterbalanced by increases in prices, thus the effects are
uncertain. Only Alt. 1 would be expected to provide levels of revenue sharing in the 25 percent fund
that are close to payments made to counties over the past decade, although a direct analysis of effects
on payments to counties was not conducted.

Alternative 5 has relatively high levels of economic activity, but at the apparent cost of increased risks
to ecosystem health. Many social panelists questioned whether Alternative 5, with its emphasis on
economic efficiency at the regional level, could even be considered ecosystem management. The
possible local inequities of obtaining regional efficiency was also a concern among panelists.

Alternative 3’s effects on quality of life appear to be somewhere between the two other sets of
alternatives and was one of the only two alternatives with no “low” ratings in Table 4.5.17. The levels
of biophysical conservation and restoration of alternatives 4 and 6 are not achieved, but there is less
risk than would result from Alternatives 1 and 2. Social panelists generally favored the local emphasis,
although they needed more information about how that would be achieved during implementation.

.
r

Monitoring  and Mitigation

The ability to monitor changes will require reaching agreement about appropriate indicators of
community vitality among agencies and representatives of other public and private institutions. The
very process of identifying these indicators could be a positive first step in understanding the manner in
which federal lands interact with communities and quality of life at a finer scales. Measurement would
be advanced by cooperative effects to collect and communicate information among a wide range of
stakeholders, such that greater trust could be generated in the quality of information collected..

Policy decisions about the appropriateness of federal agency interventions to mitigate changes in
resource flows to rural communities will need to be made via a process that is open to public
participation and addresses the issue of equity--both within and between the types of communities
identified above. Typically, efforts to deal with a changing business environment involve retraining

32



programs that are supported with public funds, and yet a climate of declining budgets across
government programs will require realistic projections of the available funds and how they could be
distributed. An evaluation of programs that have been offered to former timber workers in western
Oregon and Washington as a result of the President’s Forest Plan may be helpful in the design of
transition strategies.

Effects  of Alternatives on American  Indian Tribes

Introduction

This section discusses potential effects on resources and uses identified by members of the American
Indian panels. Panel members believed that’many of these concerns were not unique to American
Indians, but they should be considered separately because of the sovereign status of treaty tribes and the
resulting government-to-government relationship between federal and tribal governments.

American Indian tribes have long occupied the Basin, and their interests and rights are defined in a
series of treaties signed in the 19th century. These rights and interests have been interpreted and
enforced in a variety of court decisions and congressional actions. Each tribe has an individual identity
and relationship with the U.S. government. Attempting to aggregate tribal interests over the entire
Basin overshadows specific concerns of individual tribes. Nonetheless, American Indian tribes have a
number of common interests and concerns which may be affected differentially by the alternatives.

The tribal panel had difficulty accepting not only the format of the EIS, but the evaluation process as
well. Panelists believed that the panel entered the evaluation process at the “end” of the initial
developmental phase of the EIS and within a context of a long history of inequitable solutions of their
interests. Not only did panelists refer to the loss of traditional uses of lands over the period of conquest
and forced relocation to reservations, but they felt they had not been treated fairly in the application of
management decisions. Executive Orders by the President to live up to obligations to the tribes are
perceived to be ignored or applied in inconsistent fashion, there appears to be little accountability when
transgressions occur, and no incentives have been proposed to evaluate whether or not tribal interest
are addressed. Panelists commented that plans and programs for management are driven by the supply i
of outputs valued by others, but these programs are not holistic or guided by objectives to support the
lifeways  of the tribes. A panelist asked, “When is the system going to change to address tribal needs?”

The divisions of a whole system that are inherent in the structure of an EIS document and the paradigm
of science ran counter to the manner in which tribes view their relationship to themselves and their
environment. Although several panelists appreciated the fact that a watershed approach’ was being used
in the ICBEMP, there was a strong sentiment that an EIS was a clumsy and inappropriate vehicle to
make decisions about the diverse interests of people regarding ecosystem management.

The tribal panel identified seven major evaluation criteria: (1) Trust responsibilities; (2) Access to
public lands; (3) Quality of water and land; (4) Opportunities for economic growth; (5) Culturally
significant plant and animal communities; (6) Air quality; and (7) Places. Each of these interest areas
are examined below. This section is organized differently from previous ones; each topic is
introduced, relevant objectives and standards summarized, and effects evaluated before moving on to
the next topic.
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Trust responsibilities

The federal government’s obligation to honor its trust relationship and fulfill treaty commitments is
known as its trust responsibility (Pevar 1992). The competition and conflict between native and Euro-
American people in the 1800’s resulted in a treaty-making period between tribes and, the United States
government. Upon signing treaties with American Indians, the government assumed a legal obligation
in which the Indians trusted the United States to fulfill promises given in exchange for their land. In
the 1832 Supreme Court decision, Cherokee.Nation  v. Georgia, Chief Justice Marshall characterized
American Indian tribes as “domestic dependent nations” with a government or nation-state status and a
special relationship to the United States (Cohen 1971). Pre-existing rights which were not specifically
granted to the United States through treaties or agreements or were not expressly terminated by
Congress continue to this day. Even a treaty that is silent regarding hunting and fishing rights implicitly
reserves those rights (Menonimee  Tribe  v. United  States;  see Getches 1993).

Trust responsibilities in the interior Columbia River Basin are related to: (1) natural resources on
reservations and ceded lands, and in traditional use areas regardless of their location; (2) rights
associated with access to certain areas, plants and animals off-reservation; (3) the right to self-
determination (self-governance); and (4) the right to social well-being. These responsibilities are
applied to many of the resources and lands administered by the Forest Service and BLM.

The effects of alternatives can be only understood within the context of historical relationships between
the tribes and the U.S. government. Therefore, this section of the evaluation contains substantial
description of tribal viewpoints on this relationship and how it influences estimates of effects.
Consultation with the tribes is an essential component of operationalizing trust responsibilities but there
may be significant differences between how federal and tribal governments define consultation and its
effectiveness. Undoubtedly, consultation considerations vary according to the norms and cultural
preferences of individual tribes.

The Eastside  and UCRB EISs contain two objectives to guide federal agency actions regarding their
relationship to tribal interests for Alts. 3-7. Each of these objectives contains one standard that
identities a process by which federal management actions are to be undertaken. The objectives and
standards do not apply to Alts. 1 or 2. i

Objective T-O 1. To help meet the Federal government’s responsibility (to) maintain a
government to government relationship with affected federally
recognized tribes (agencies will) develop meaningful relationships to
understand and incorporate tribal needs, interests, and expectations in
Federal land management (and will)‘allow  cooperative activities where
there are shared goals.

Standard T-S 1. (1) Agencies shall consult with all affected federally recognized
tribes on projects at the proposal stages, and at other stages as
appropriate.
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(2) Agencies should consult with all federally affected
Indian tribes/communities on (a) project at proposal
stages, and at other stages as appropriate.

Objective T-02. To help meet the Federal government’s responsibility toward tribes,
maintain and/or restore habitat conditions at or above a level capable of
supporting healthy, sustainable, and usable quantities of
species/resources by implementing activities in Tables 3-12 and 3-13.

Standard T-S 1. (1) Agencies shall assess habitat conditions (using biological
evaluations or other means) and discuss assessments with
affected tribes at the earliest practical stage in planning a
project.

(2) Agencies shall assess habitat conditions (using
biological evaluations or other means) where a habitat
has an identified social or traditional importance to an
affected tribe or American Indian community, such as
root fields or fishing grounds.

Evaluation  of Alternatives

The American Indian tribal panel believed that none of the proposed alternatives would meet the federal
government’s trust responsibilities to tribes in the Basin. The tribes communicated clearly that “trust”
is a term that they interpret as responsible behaviors in the management of natural resources. In the
panel’s view, the U.S. government has allowed unacceptab!e  levels of degradation of lands and waters
entrusted to federal agencies for management. In the words of one tribal representative, “We never
dreamed managers would let the land, water, and animals decline.”

The actions proposed and the investment levels assumed in the alternatives were not viewed as serious
attempts to correct what the tribes view as significant resource problems. From the perspective of the ,
tribal panel, the alternatives appeared to do little to address fundamental concerns identified in treaties j
regarding the quantity and quality of water, harvestability of fish populations, hunting opportunities for
deer, and availability of roots, berries, and other culturally significant species and communities.

As long term residents of the Basin with a tradition of evaluating actions over multiple generations, the .
tribes view the approach of the Forest Service and BLM as transitory, fulfilling the bureaucratic needs
of the current situation instead of the needs of future generations. As’bne panelist commented, “You
may not be here after Friday, but we will stay. We will continue. This is our land.”

An additional issue of concern regarding fulfillment of trust responsibilities is the capacity for federal
land management agencies to’intervene with state governments on behalf of the tribes. Particularly in
the arena of water quality, tribal representatives believe that they are operating at a disadvantage with
state government agencies. Federal trust responsibilities regarding the maintenance of water quality and
quality are viewed by tribes to extend to advocacy activities with other institutional units of
government.
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Al& 1 and 2 were least acceptable to the tribes in meeting trust responsibilities. They do not explicitly
provide mechanisms for a consultation process, and continue the business-as-usual approach to
establishing priorities for management action. Panelists believed that current plans do not contain
mechanisms to improve working relationships between the Forest Service, BLM, and the tribes, and
this lack of a cooperative framework is unacceptable. Alts. 3-7 were viewed as an improvement in the
respect that they at least acknowledged  a need to involve tribes in management planning.

Access to Public  Lands

Access to federally administered land is imporiant  for American Indian tribes to uphold rights to
resource uses reserved under treaties. These resource uses involve, but are not limited to, activities
such as gathering culturally significant plant species, engaging in hunting practices, and the use of
ceremonial sites. Because the form of access to these resources has evolved to include motor vehicles,
opportunities for tribal members to use roads has become a point of interest to tribes when issues of
road management arise. Tribal panelists also believed that roads caused much environniental damage.

Access also involves the ability of tribes to continue usual and customary uses under conditions where
administrative restrictions have been placed upon specific locations to attain other management
objectives. For example, restrictions placed on land uses in Research Natural Areas may constrain
traditional tribal use patterns. Special designations of places may also be accompanied by behavioral
constraints, such as limits on the types of uses (horseback riding, camping, etc.), the number of
visitors, or the duration of visitation.

Evaluation  of alternatives

Panelists thought that Alts. 1 and 2 do not meet tribal interests for adequate access. Tribal
representatives view these alternatives as flawed, because existing plans were not produced with
adequate tribal consultation regarding access and other important issues. Panelists felt that
opportunities for Indians to hunt or use resources in traditional ways were not considered in current
plans; these plans created zones for resource emphases that did not coincide with tribal use patterns.
As a result, panelists felt that activities such as grazing have set fences or other developments that have ,.
obliterated traditional pathways to resources. Land exchanges with other private property owners or t
special use provisions have blocked access to places of cultural significance. Fees charged for camping
and other use restrictions have placed limitations on the ability of tribes to use locations that retain
cultural significance.

Panelists stated that current plans contain restrictions on access that should not apply to the tribds. For
example, one panelist mentioned a restriction of parties on horseback’to no more than 12 horses (in
designated wilderness) that has constrained usual and customary uses of certain areas. Although.Alts.
3-7 offer additional consultation assurances, there is no visible mechanism in any of the EIS documents
to provide redress for administrative restrictions or the location of developments that present barriers to
traditional uses. Alts. 1 and 2 may have increased access to culturally important sites for recreational
purposes, harming these sites.

Individual responses of panelists to the acceptability of alternatives regarding access reveal that
respondents are either very certain or somewhat certain that Alts. 1, 2, and 3 would harm tribal
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interests (Ah. 3 was viewed by panelists as largely a continuation of current management practices with
only slight modifications). Panelists felt that Alts. 4-7 at least had the potential to be more acceptable,
in part due to the anticipated improvements in resource conditions through restoration and conservation
measures.

Quality of water and hid

The effects of current land use activities on water quality and quantity is of paramount interest to the
tribes in the Basin, as.water  is viewed as the most sacred of substances (Hanes 1995). Water is often
characterized as the bloodline that runs through the land (Meyer 1983). Ritual activities almost always
involve water, and the supply of clean water is seen as the foundation of a sustained tribal lifeway.
Clean water is also used in processing food, since immersion in water for leaching is a common
practice. Factors such as sediment delivery to streams, channel morphology, water temperature,
streamside riparian zones, point and non-point contamination, water quantity, and flow timing are of
key interest.

Water rights issues are fundamental to water quality and quantity concerns. Two types of water rights
are pertinent to tribal water issues. One is related directly to water associated with reservations to
sustain tribal lifeways, and the second is in-stream flow to sustain off-reservation treaty resources (most
notably fisheries). Although certain water rights in the Basin have been established by case law (see
Winters Doctrine and Winans case), many water rights issues remain unresolved. The next decade or
two may reveal to what extent reserved rights are defined (Hanes 1995).

Although land quality was identified as a concern of the tribal panelists, it was not thoroughly
addressed in evaluating alternatives. Issues of interest regarding land quality included the maintenance
of site productivity and the containment of erosion, as well as concerns over forest health conditions.

Evaluation  of alternatives

Panelists did.not observe significant differences among alternatives in meeting their interests in the
maintenance of water and land quality, although Alts. 4-7 promote a higher level of restoration than
current plans. None of the alternatives appear to deal directly with the states regarding their regulatory i
authority over the management of water resources. The panelists expressed a preference for broadly
applied standards across the Basin to ensure not only in-stream flows and water quality protection, but
also oversight to protect the quality of groundwater and the recharge of subsurface aquifers.

The protection of soil structure and long-term productivity of terrestrial resources is a concern of the
tribes. Alts. 1 and 2 do little to address these concerns in terms of controlling erosion from roads and
stream bank stabilization. Alts. 4, 6, and 7 appear to offer greater opportunity to prevent soil erosion
and sedimentation in streams via the effort to restore and/or conserve major portions of the landscape.
Current plans, as represented by Alt. 1, do not effectively achieve conditions more suitable for fish,
although the direction in Alt. 2 does provide greater protection for riparian and aquatic habitats. Alts.
1-3, because of their less pervasive approach to address cumulative effects of past actions, do not
appear to be as acceptable to tribes as the other alternatives.
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Opportunities  for economic  growth

Economic conditions for tribal members are some of the most difficult for any population group within
the Basin. High levels of unemployment and low incomes characterize the living conditions of families
on tribal reservations in the Basin, and the vitality of rural tribal communities is a major concern of
tribal representatives. Tribal business enterprises include wood processing facilities and other
businesses associated with resource extractions. The decline in fish populations has had negative
effects on the potential to derive income from fisheries, and has compromised the ability of tribal
members to derive their livelihoods from naturally occurring sources.

From a tribal perspective, economic analyses that focus solely on monetary returns from investments
do not represent a full accounting of the contributions of natural resources to the human experience.
There is asentiment among tribes that there is inequitable access to economic opportunities and
revenue sharing payments that result from the management of federal lands - counties receive payments
based on the 25% fund and PILT. but the tribes do not receive similar benefits.
the education of children was identified as an important need.

Revenues to support

Evaluation  of alternatives

The continuation of the current patterns of land and resource use, as expressed by Alts. 1-3, do not
appear to the panelists to meet their expectations for opportunities for economic growth. With fish
populations and other productive elements of the natural landscape in decline, tribal panelists indicated
that excessive levels of extractions are beginning to take their toll on natural systems. One panelist
commented, “We are against logging on steep slopes, on overgrazing, and extractions on sacred lands.
I would object to more logging and road building.” Another panel member said that many people do
benefit economically from public land management--but not Indians.

At the same time, some tribes choose to manage timber, and timber resources on reservations provide
income to some of the tribes. The actions expressed in Alt. 4 to provide for restoration via commercial
timber harvests were more acceptable to panelists than the other.alternatives. However, panelists felt
that not enough information about appropriate levels of harvests, the location of harvests. and the mix
of uses to fully evaluate the effects of Alt. 4. Tribal panelists also had concerns about Alt. 4 being i
implemented in such a manner that it did not adversely affect tribal interests.

None of the alternatives appear to contain objectives or standards that focus on the economic
diversification of tribal communities. The fact that objectives were presented for “timber dependent
communities” suggested to panelists that there continues to be an inequitable amount of attention being
focused on one type of community versus another. Alternatives that target currently less-resilient
communities that have links to federal presumably would consider communities on reservations along
with towns located off reservation.

Culturally  significant  plant and animal  communities

Plant and animal communities form but one part of the whole set of relationships between a group of
people, their culture, and the environment. Culturally significant elements of the Indian lifeway cannot
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be identified, categorized, and managed separately. The importance of plants and animals can only be
measured in the cultural context in which they occur. The concept of ethno-habitat refers to how a
culture classifies and organizes a landscape, and the health of this habitat may reflect its capacity to
support naturally evolving plant and animal communities.

In the context of ecosystem management on federal lands in ‘the Basin, culturally important plant and
animal communities can be understood as those places where usable and adequate quantities of
culturally significant species are obtainable for American Indian tribes. Huckleberry patches, root
fields, fishing grounds and stations, and hunting districts represent some of these places in the Basin.

Evaluation  of alternatives

The ICBEMP has not yet provided information indicating how the harvestability of these plant and
animal communities would be affected under each of the’altematives. Alts. l-3 were recognized by all
tribal panelists as alternatives which least meet the needs of tribes, because it is anticipated that under
current plans habitat conditions will continue to decline. Panelists felt that Alts. 4-7 provided more
acceptable effects on native plant, animal. and fish species, but that they did not go far enough. Alts. 4-
7 do not explicitly promote improvement of habitat for grizzly bears, but maintenance of bear
populations was identified by panelists as highly important. Alt. 7 is viewed by some tribal
representatives as the most positive approach to deal with the management of habitat for wide ranges of
species, because of its reserve areas that would reduce the impacts of more-active management.
The active management approach to restoration proposed under Alt. 4 may contain both possible
negative and positive impacts, and tribal representatives expressed a desire for more thorough
consultation and analysis. Some tribal members expressed concern about “active” management,. based
on the past track record of FS and BLM management interventions.

Tribal panel members thought that Alt. 4 may be moving in a positive direction regarding riparian
management ,and other activities affecting aquatic concerns, but there needs to be a reorientation on the
focus of restoration towards tribal concerns. In general, restoration was perceived as not going far
enough,. and because of the flexibility built into the watershed analysis, the effort to mimic natural
processes could go either way. Restoration activities may not be successful, and there was a concern
that they could create further damage. It was observed that the time needed for restoration is much
longer than the time frame of the plan.

Air quality

Air quality standards identified under the Clean Air Act provide a useful context for the maintenance of
air quality, but there are cultural differences in how various types ofpollutants or particulate matter are
interpreted. For example, smoke from some forest fires is not viewed as pollution by tribes, because
fire is a natural process providing renewal and regeneration. On the other hand, excessive levels of
smoke, such as that produced by wildfires that consume the high levels of fuels that have accumulated
in overstocked forest stands, are not perceived to be healthy.

Another contributor to air quality degradation is dust, which has been introduced mainly through roads.
The lack of maintenance of roads or the lack of proper surfacing increases dust, and raises concerns to
tribes on the quality of the environment.
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Evaluation  of alternatives

The ICBEMP did not provide information on smoke production for any of the alternatives. Panelists
felt however that Alts. l-3 could produce excessive amounts of smoke under large-scale wildfire
events. Restoration activities in Alts. 4-7 are perceived by tribes to be an improvement over current
conditions, and the long term effects of restoration would improve air quality. Restoration efforts
under Alts. 4-6 would keep more roads open than Alt. 7 in the short term, which could create
additional levels of dust.

Tribal representatives in the panel session related a concern that there is little coordination between the
BLM, Forest Service, state agencies, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) regarding the operational
aspects of prescribed burning, leading to little predictability in expectations among tribes for smoke
emissions, as well as the resulting habitat conditions for species that may benefit from burning. There
was a feeling that prescribed burns frequently do not consider creating food and forage for animals.
The Forest Service is perceived to be motivated by prescribed burning to help cattle livestock
operations or forest regeneration for plantations; while prescribed burns are not designed’ to benefit
deer and elk and native ungulates of interest  to tribes.

Places

To American Indian tribes the totality of the regional landscape has importance, and all landscape
components participate in a system of complex inter-relationships. Places of importance are created by
an intersection of nature, social relations, and meaning (Hanes 1995, Williams 1995). The Indian
population of the not-them montane region is characterized by a strong, long-term, spiritual attachment
to the land. The full range of resources needed to sustain lives and culture was found each in its own
place, and Indian people have accrued a “detailed, encyclopedic knowledge of their environment”
through the millennia (Hunn 1990: 93).

Localism, or the identification of a person and a place, has been a key factor in the traditional northern
montane Indian lifeway. Place names relay traditional knowledge of land and resources by referring to
plants and animals that characterize a location, the actions of people at a location, the spiritual role of
the location, or some other important attribute of the site. The historical depth of these relationships i
and strong cultural identificarions  must be acknowledged as they reflect more than a place name veneer
on the landscape. The importance of place to tribes in the region can be viewed as a hierarchical
ordering, from the broadest geographic scale to the smallest. Expectations of.what “meaning” each
order place conveys to the community and individual are shared within each group and creates an
image of how these places should be and what they should provide (Tuan 1977).

The Forest Service and BLM are responsible for the protection of cultural sites on lands under their
management (as these are protected by law); but panelists felt there is a poor inventory of cultural sites,
and frequently these cultural values are not sufficiently respected to generate protective measures. ’

Evaluation  of alte&atives

The effects of development on the spiritual and cultural qualities of the land have damaged the
relationships between tribes and the land. The change in the character of the land through management
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interventions and developments as represented by Alts. 1 and 2 has diminished the value of places to
/ tribes, since the important features that made many places special to tribes have been irreversibly

altered. For instance, root fields have been replaced by grazing uses, or berry production areas have
been converted to production forestry. Campgrounds have been placed on usual and customary sites.
One panelist described an example where a telecommunications site has completely transformed a tribal
sacred site, destroying its cultural value.

The panelists felt that the continuation of current plans, as reflected in Alts. 1 and 2, would not
acknowledge the significance of place attachment or create mechanisms to inventory places so that
significant cultural values could be maintained. None of the alternatives attempt to recover the
damage done to resources from road building and the other cumulative effects of management, nor do
they identify policies to recover or restore damage to culturally important sites or contain standards to
ensure more complete historical interpretations of the use of land resources over time, although there is
legislation that is designed to provide such direction. Tribal panelists believe that culturally significant
trails, as well as places, are not explicitly recognized, protected, or interpreted.

Mitigation  and Monitoring

Indian interests in regard to public land management issues are perv&ive, and because of the diversity
of tribal groups in the region and the many legal events that have occurred in the past, a more detailed
and systematic accounting of tribal interests for each tribal government would be more appropriately
performed as individual administrative units of federal agencies pursue subsequent land use planning
exercises.

Objectives and standards under Alts. 3-7 do provide for consultation, but additional standards may be
needed to furnish assurances to the tribes. For example, a standard could address development and
implementation of tribal advisory groups for consultation purposes. Standards could deal with how
tribal consultation will proceed, assuming such standards are jointly developed with the tribes. These
more localized efforts would offer tribes a more prominent role in describing tribal interests and
assessing the potential effects posed by proposed actions.

Tribal interests are in conflict with the current definition over the beneficial uses of water, which
appear from the tribal perspective to be strongly biased toward consumptive uses. Water management i
across states is not consistent. with some state laws offering greater levels of regulation of water flows
and quality than others, and some providing useful operational guidelines, such as Best Management
Practices (BMP’s),  to protect water resources. Objectives and standards could be. developed requiring
greater interaction among the tribes, states and federal government about water quality and quantity
issues.

Monitoring could include processes to assess what progress the tribes and federal government have
made in consultative venues, the ways to improve such protocols, and methods to evaluate them.

41



Conclusions

The alternatives are composed of a complex mixture of literally hundreds of potential management
actions, policies and standards that will be implemented in what could only be described as an infinite
array of possible combinations across nearly 75 million acres of public land over the next decade. As
described above, the authors of this report, as well as the panelists, had significant concerns sorting out
and interpreting this information and the potential social consequences. As a result of this endeavor,
much has been learned about the process of identifying social consequences at this scale. Some of the
key knowledge is summarized below, to provide a context not just for interpreting this report, but for
conducting future similar efforts.

The public is motivated to participate and contribute to planning efforts, concerned about the
environment, and wants the project to be successful.

Our evaluation process included three panels involving a commimrent  of 12-15 people each for 2-3
days. Each panelist participated on their own time, or represented agencies or firms with many other
priorities. Their commitment to participate is an obvious measure of their interest in public land
management issues. All desired to see the project come to a successful end, with some conclusion and
predictability in future flows of ecosystem goods, services and functions. None really questioned the
ecosystem paradigm, although there were concerns about implications for’private property rights.
Public land management agencies operate in this environment of relatively good will, a resource that
needs to be cultured.

There is a significant mismatch between the temporal scales involved in the decision, biologically
relevant scales and important cultural temporal scales.

The decision period involves a ten-year time frame for implementation of management actions.
However, this time frame is a fraction of the relevant biological scales. There appears to be no
assurance that actions taken to; for example, restore biological systems, will be continued past the next
decade. The scientific assessment has also indicated that management of vegetation at levels of
investment representing the experience of the recent past cannot restore ecological processes disrupted
in the last 150 years of Euro-American occupation. This combination increases the uncertainty about
potential social impacts simply because new management actions and direction may be implemented i
before the effects of restoration actions can be observed. We note, for example, that the alternatives
differ little in vegetational composition at the 100 year period even though they purport to represent
different management philosophies. In addition, American Indian tribes tend to take a “seventh”
generation perspective when evaluating potential actions--a scale that doesn’t fit well with politics and
planning, but an entirely reasonable one for ecosystem management..

The Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project occurs within a complicated and
confusing planning environment with little obvious direct linkage between larger and smaller scale
planning exercises.

The project’s ostensible purpose is to amend 74 Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service land
and resource management plans, and involves 10% of the total acreage managed by the BLM and 25%
of the Forest Service lands. How the individual plans will be amended is not clear: Will they be
amended through addition or modification of objectives, standards and guidelines? Will existing land
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use allocations be changed? How does the current planning effort link with the five year Resources
Planning Act plan currently being developed.3 This plan makes no mention of the ICBEMP despite the
obvious importance of the lands and resources being considered. Panelists recognized the difficulties in
working within bureaucracies that have multiple levels of management direction which may be ill-
coordinated.

The lack of information about implementation funding and strategies impedes discussion about
predictability of effects.

Reaction to the potential effects of each alternative is clearly influenced by uncertainties with respect to
the budgetary and organizational capabilities for implementation. Ecosystem management may be fine
as a philosophy, but philosophies must be implemented “on-the-ground n in order to see their results.
Ecosystem management unquestionably occurs within the context of a skeptical public and an
increasingly limited budgetary climate. To definitely articulate the potential social consequences of an
alternative, the financial costs and benefits of each must be available for examination. Broad-scale
projects such as the ICBEMP need to provide closer links between actions and implementation for the’
public to be able to evaluate alternatives.

In order to implement ecosystem management, fundamental change in law and policy must be
achieved.

There is a general feeling that existing institutions, agency rules and organizational culture are
inadequate for ecosystem management. These systems were constructed in an era significantly
different from the present and the future and now serve as barriers to ecosystem management. For
example, the Multiple Use-Sustained Yield Act of 1960 emphasizes the production of commodities
from public lands. Ecosystem management, however, strives to restore the health of biophysical
conditions and processes to achieve long-term ecosystem health, with commodities viewed as
byproducts rather than objectives.

Predictability provides the security and stability that people andjirms needfor planning. Ecosystem
management contains the risk that such predictability may decrease &finer scales over the long run.

Ecosystem management represents a new paradigm of resource management. one that does not have !
any demonstrated experience. The general support it maintains among the American public is
testimony that despite the risks of moving to a new way of managing resources, it is viewed as
significantly more acceptable method than the past. The loss in predictability of resource flows at finer
scales and at the community level that accompanies moving to a new paradigm apparently is
counterbalanced by the increasing benefit of managing within natural processes and incorporating
greater public participation in decision-making processes. Perhaps new social understandings need to be
reached regarding the definition of predictability.

Incorporation of social,  economic, and biophysical variables in ecosystem management needs to be
rethought

Despite the numerous literature reviews and theoretical papers on the human dimensions of ecosystem
management, it is clear that social scientists need to rethink how to better reflect social and economic
considerations of ecosystem management. Social and economic variables appeared to many panelists to

43



be viewed as impact factors, rather than as integral components of desired future conditions. Many
panelists commented on the relative lack of social and economic objectives and at the apparent lack of
integration with biophysical components. For example, social and economic information tends not to fit
as well into GIS systems, leading to the possibility that it will not be considered as evenly. Social
scientists also need to be careful not to place greater weight on some variables simply because they can
be mapped or because the data are readily available.

Humans are a highly adaptable  species, so predicting effects at this scale must be tempered by the
range of possibIe  adaptive mechanisms

Ecosystem management appears to ask people to accept short-term losses in‘economic benefits in return
for long-term ecosystem health and sustainable resource use. However, people have proven to be able
to adapt to short-term adversity in a number of different ways. At the community level, for example,
more and more towns are thinking strategically about what they want to be in the future, and how to go
about achieving it. These community visioning exercises recognize that change is inevitable, and that
people will have to work together to shape it in acceptable ways. The new market niches that may
appear with ecosystem management are difficult to predict from the information available, but it’s

assumed that they will. Some people will benefit, and some will not--but it’s more difficult than it might
first seem to be specific with any certainty.
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APPENDIX A

1) The List of Members on tie American Indian Tribal Panel

2) The List of Members on the Eastside  EIS Panel

3) The List of Members on the Upper Columbia River Basin EIS Panel



Participants in American Indian Tribal Panel

Tony Atkins
Colville  Confederated Tribes
P.O. Box 150
Nespelem, WA 99 155
(509) 634 - 8882

Kim Sullivan
Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 638

’Pendelton, OR 97801
(541) 276 - 3449

Eric J. Quaempts
Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 638
Pendelton, OR 97801
(541) 278 - 5284

Michael J. Farrow
Confederated Tribes of the
Umatilla Indian Reservation
P.O. Box 638
Pendelton, OR 97801
(541) 276 - 3447

James F. Cobum
Klamath Tribes
P.O. Box 1132
Warm Springs, OR 97761
(541) 416 - 6443

Don Gentry
Klamath Tribes
P.O. Box 436
Chiloquin, OR 97624
(541) 738 - 2095

Alex Whistler
Bureau of Indian Affairs
91.1 NE 11th
Portland, OR 97208

’ (503) 23 1 - 6802

Ron Torretta
Kalispel Tribe of Indians
P.O. Box 39
Usk, WA 99180
(509) 445 - 1147

Lillian Maynard
Burns Paiute Tribe
HC-71, 100 Pasigo St.
Bums, OR 97761
(541) 573 - 2088

Allen V. Pin&ham
Nez Perce Tribe
P.O. Box 365
Lapwai, ID 83540
(208) 843 - 2253

Nathan S. Jim Sr. .
Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Reservation
of Oregon
P-0. Box C
Warm Springs, OR 97761
(541) 553-3257

John Kelley
Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Reservation
of Oregon
P.O. Box C
Warm Springs, OR 97761
(541) 553 - 3233’

Tom Branson
Confederated Salish &
Kootenai Tribes
P.O. Box 235
Ronan, MT 59864 .
(406) 675 - 7200

Richard Hanes
BLM
P.O. Box 10226
Eugene, OR 97440

Cliff Walker
U.S. Forest Senice,  Region 1
200 E. Broadlvay
P.O. Box 7669
Missoula, MT 59807
(406) 329 - 3283

Alfred M. Nomee
Coeur d ‘Alene Tribe
Rt.#l Box 11 - FA
Plummer, ID 83851
(208) 686 - 1800 Ext. 235

Roy Hall
Quartz Valley Reservation
10736 Quartz Valley Rd.
Fort Jones, CA 96032
(916) 468 - 2387

Lee Carlson
Yakama Tribes
P,O. Box 151
Toppenish, WA 98948
(509) 865 - 6262

Jim Burchfield
School of Forestry
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 598 12
(406) 243 - 6650 i
Fax (406) 243 - 6656

Steve McCool
School of Forestry
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 598 12
(406) 243 - 5406
Fax (406) 243 - 6656

Eric Schultz
School of Forestry
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 598 12
‘(406) 243 - 5406
Fax (406) 243 - 6656



"articipants in Eastside EIS Panel

Rick Brown
National Wildlife Federation
921 S.W. Morrison
Suite 512
Portland, OR 97205
(503) 222 - 1429
Fax (503) 222 - 3203
rtbrown@nwf.org

Chuck Burley
Northwest Forestry Assoc.
115 N.W. Oregon Ave.
Suite 12
Bend, OR 97701
(541) 389 - 2306
Fax (541) 388 - 0979

T o m  B u m s
30242 Highway 97 N
Chiloquin, OR 97624
(541) 738 - 3462
Fax (541) 738 - 3108

Jim Eychaner
P.O. Box 409 17
Olympia, WA 98504
(360) 902 - 3011
Fax (360) 902 - 3026
jime@iac.wa.gov

Joan Frey
Klickitat County Commision
205 S. Columbus
Goldendale, WA 98620
(509) 773 - 4612
Fax (509) 773 - 6779

Tom Goodall
Boise Cascade
19 17 Jackson
La Grande, OR 97850
(541) 962 - 2071
Fax (541) 962 - 2035

Dick Hansis
Washington State University
18 12 McLaughlin
Vancouver, WA 98663
(360) 737 - 2027
Fax (360) 690 - 4611
hansis@vancouver.wsu.edu

Arleigh Isley
101 S. River ST.
Enterprise  , OR 97828
(541) 426 - 4543
Fax (541) 426 - 0582

Jim Keniston
District Ranger
Snow Mountain R.D.
HC 74, Box 12870
Hines, OR 97738
(541) 573 - 4344
Fax (541) 573 - 4398

Wayne Ludeman
Weyerhauser Company
1183 NW Wall St.
Suite F
Bend , OR 97701
(541) 385 - 0607
Fax (541) 385 - 0689

Jan Mejer
Whitman College
Maxie Hall
Walla Walla, WA 99362
(509) 527 - 5855 . .

Kevin Scribner
Route 4, Box 640
Walia Waila, WA 99362
(509) 529 - 6883 Phone/Fax
ktscribner@aol.com

Mark Simmons
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1) Assumptions  and Data about Small ‘Communities

a) Effects  of Alternative  on the Timber Harvests  for the Eastside and
Upper Columbia River Basin Environmental  Impact Statement (EIS)

b) Effects of the Alternatives on the Use of Forest Service and Bureau  of
Land Management Rangelands’for  the Eastside and Upper Columbia
River Basin Environmental Impact  Statement (EIS)  areas

2) Assumptions  and Data about Recreation Opportunities

a) Recreation  Opportunity  Spectrum (ROS)  Classes for the Eastside
Environmental  Impact Statement and the Upper Columbia  River Basin
Forest Service / Bureau of Land Management Lands by Ecological
Reporting  Units (ERU), Management Region,  Management  Class  and
Simulation  Year 10.

3) Assumptions  on Quality  of Life

4) Assumptions  and Data about Roads

i
a) Road Density Classes for the Eastside Environmental  Impact

Statement and the Upper Columbia River Basin Forest Service /
Bureau of Land Management Lands by Management  Region,
Management  Class and Simulation  Year IO.

5) Assumptions  and Data about Scenic Integrity

a) Scenic Integrity Classes  for the Eastside Environmental  Impact
Statement and the Upper Columbia River Basin Forest Service /
Bureau of Land Management Lands by Ecological  Reporting  Units
(ERU), Management Region,  Management  Class and Simulation
Year 10.



Assumptions and Data about Small Communities

‘ Iwodrtc/iort

The management of federal lands affects small communities in several ways - through the
provision  of ernployrnenr  ~4 irlcame  via the extraction of commodities, access to rangelands, or
the promotion of recreation opportunities; through the support of conttnrmi~ n/frmtirmess  via
the provision of high quality scenery, healthy forests, and clean air; through revenue shoring
payments; and through the plctcenterlt  offederal  employees that share their skills and energies in
civic  affairs. Descriptions of the contributions of federal lands to communities in the Basin can
be found in several locations - the 5th and 6th chapters of the Social Assessment, the Economics
Assessment, the Affected Environment Chapter of the EIS (Chapter 2), and io some of the other
material provided to panelists regarding scenic condition, recreation opportunity, and road
access.

Assmpriora

0 Lower levels of timber harvests will not necessarily reduce community vitality or
resiliency, although small, isolated communities in low growth areas with greater than
10% employment in timber production will benefit by higher levels of timber harvest.

0 Timber harvest levels proposed in the alternatives in the EIS’s are not high enough to
create significant changes in road densities, and thus, will not create large changes in
scenic integrity.

0 Timber harvests will support roaded  recreation opportunities by providing fimding  to
maintain roads.

0 The provision of AUhl’s  supports those ranching operations that currently have
allotments on Forest Sentice  or BLM lands.

Cwreul Cofldifious

Although data on employment opportunities in the timber and range sectors are the only data
available to describe the effects of implementing alternatives, it should be noted that this sector
of employment represents a very small proportion of total employment in the Basin (Haynes and
Horne 1995). It should also be noted that it the distribution of benefits within a given ERU is
unpredictable, such that a higher level of timber harvest in an ERU does not automatically
translate into a benefit to all communities within the ERU. It cn~ot  be scrfely  msurned  that
higher leveels  of timber  or rage jobs by ERU will iwrens conmrtmi~  1:itcrlity  of QII conmttr~ities
in f/lose  giver] ERUs. Other assumptions about the factors that drive employment - such as
increased recreational participation because of the presence Forest Ser\;ice  and BLM resources -
cannot be well evaluated because of the complexity and ambiguity of the given alternatives.
Through calculations based on allocations of priorities within each alternative, the SIT
Economics Staff projected the outputs of timber volume and Animal Unit Months (AUM’s)  for
the seven alternatives in the EIS. Implementation of the current management direction



(Alternative I) results in some loss of range jobs and reduction in timber harvest volumes as
shown in the data.

Prelimirmy hla 0!1  effects of alternatives

Appropriate multipliers were applied to estimate’the effects to employment of changes in timber
volume and range availability. Results of these calculations for both the Eastside EIS and the
UCRB EIS are shown on the attached pages, and in the case of timber outputs, results are also
shown by Ecological Reporting Unit (ERU). The attached tables indicate that alternatives 2-7
represent significant departures in volume of timber harvest from alternative 1. The reader
should note that the volumes and acreages for Alternative 7 may be in enor. Alternative 5
generally produces the highest timber volume while alternative 2 produces the lowest (with the
possible exception of alternative 7). The effects will vary somewhat by EIS area and Ecological
Reporting Unit. The effects on Animal Unit Months are similar from alternative to alternative
for both EIS’areas.  Alternatives 2,3,4 and 5 show only marginal departures in reductions from
alternative 1. Alternative 5 shows a slight decrease in jobs and AmIs, which represents an
actual increase compared to alternative 1. Alternative 7 shows a 50% decrease in jobs.

i



This paper is part of a continuing process associated with the In&or  Columbia Basin Ecosysrem  Management Project The entire content is
subject to change.  as the discussions continue. as reviews arc received, and as additional considerations arc brought fonvard. It is prepared for
the singular purpose of furthering the science and/or EIS processes. March 1, 1996

Effects of Alternatives on the Timber Harvests for the Eastside and Upper Columbia River
Basin Environmenta!  Impact Statements (EIS)

Introduction

The emphasis of activities proposed in the Eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin EIS’s were
applied to a computer simulation (CRBSUM) to model vegetative changes in each of the
alternatives. An interpretation of the outputs of these simulation runs was conducted by the
Economics Staff Area of the ICBEMP to make projections of timber harvest volume for the
alternatives over a ten year period. A set of tables attached to this document shows annual levels
of the number of acres and volume harvested by Ecological Reporting Unit (ERU) and EIS area.
The effect of these harvest levels on employment in the project areas has yet to be calculated, but
it is our hope to provide this information when panel sessions convene to evaluate social impacts.

.

Over the past decade, timber harvest volume for the entire interior Columbia River Basin (both
the Easrside  and UCRB areas) has averaged approximately 2,800,OOO  MBF, or 2.8 billion board
feet (bbf). Although more complete descriptions of harvest acres and volumes are on the
attached tables, the brief summary provided below shows the annual totals for the EIS areas by
the seven proposed alternatives. The volumes and acres shown for Alternative 7 may be in error
because of recently revealed problems in the assumptions that Lvere used for this alternative.

Eastside  EIS

Altem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i

Volums 1.296 bbf .771 bbf . 6’3 _ bbf .611 bbf .680 bbf .586 bbf .015 bbf

Acres 1,296.g 729.1 882.5 883.3 922.3 845.4 13.1
(x1000) .

Upper Columbia River Basin EIS

Altem. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Volume 1.873 bbf, .810 bbf .977 bbf .761 bbf 1.088 bbf .679 bbf .003 bbf

Acres 1,311.8 542.7 804.4 684.8 860.2 584.3 2.9
(x1000)







This paper is pan of a conrinuing process associated with the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem  Management Project. The entire content is
subject to change. as tie discussions continue. as rcvicws arc rcccivcd. and as additional considerations arc brought forward. It is prepared for
the singular purpose of funhcring  the science and/or EIS proccsscs. March 4. 1996

Effeits of Alternatives on the Use of Forest Sqrvice and BLM Rangelands for the Eastside
and Upper Columbia River Basin EIS Areas

Introduction

Based on information generated by’the  Economics Staff Area of the Interior Columbia Basin
Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP), the following estimates of changes in Animal Unit
Months (AUMs) were calculated for each of the alternatives in the Eastside and Upper Columbia
River Basin (UCRB) EIS’s. In addition, the effect on the number of jobs that could be
associated with changes in .4UMs was calculated for each alternative.

To set the context, in 1993 the total number of AUMs from Forest Service and BLM lands in the
Basin (Eastside and UCRB areas combined) was 2,866,945.  The Economics Staff Area has
reported that there are roughly 14,000 jobs directly associated vvith ranching operations in the
Basin (livestock owner/operators and ranch hands). This is approximately 1% of all jobs in the
Basin. Of these 14,000 jobs, about 1000 depend on the federal sector to provide forage needs.

Under all alternatives, even the No Action Alternative (Alternative l), AUMs are anticipated to
decrease in the Basin. The projections of changes are provided below.

Eastside  EIS

Total AUMs: Forest Service 293.086
BLiM 4 6 3 , 1 5 7

i

Changes in AUMs and Jobs from Current Status:

Alternative # Decrease in AUM’s Percent Decrease in AUMs Chance in Jobs

1 70,814 9 . 5 % -21
2 81,995 11% - 25
3 74,540 10 % - 22
‘4 81,995 11 % -25
5 26,089 3.5% - 8
6 81,995 11% - 25
7 372,702 50 % -112



Upper Columbia River Basin EIS

Total AUMs: Forest Service 1,007,828
BLM 1,102,874

Changes in AUMs and Jobs from Current Status:

Number of AUM’s Percent Decrease in AUMs Change in Jobs

1 201,546 9.5% -61
2 233,369 11% - 70
3 212,153 10 % - 64
4 233,369 11% - 70
5 74,253 3.5% - 22
6 233,369 11 % - 70

7 1,060,770 50 % -318 ,

i
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Excerpt from the Draft Economic Staff Area Report (Haynes and Home 1995) Addressing
Timber Dependent Communities
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and specified *@mill dependent volume." Second. it noted that no widely

accepted definition of dependency existed. Third, it acknowledged that

communities depend on other forest resource:H  in addition to timber.

The number ot communities identified aa dependent in each list is shown

belou:

By Basin component

of eat!: !dr..1cc

Tdaho

Mcntana

Washington

Oregon

1976 List 198‘1 List

26 17

8 13

7 13

16 23

Basin Tocal 57 66

I‘!:c Forest SoLvice lists of dependent cocmunit.rca  added apparent legitimacy

to t!w nation of "clepcndent c~Jllln*:::ities+*  by naming them, even whil c

~acog"iZic,  4L.V. rc'd...rr.x-L------z--s i n  t h e  apprtac!: P-~c-ter ,-rcble~ with the
i

qproach includes the confusion caused hy using "community," "economy," a:ld

'industry" interchangeably, as in "community-wide ahare," "community

supply,",and "community volume under contract." Forest products firms. 1101.

ammwnities, bid on (and directly depend on) federal timber sales. This

un.sgc means that the distinctron between industrial stability and community

stability ic often overlooked; industry inccrcsto  differ eomewhat  from thLi

communities in,which they are located. The dependency between a mill And

national forest timber supply does not automatically translate to an



IJIJAFT-  -December 18, 1995 Hayne:; - . I r; II

economic dependency of the local community's economy on Lhor;~: uatir.~tl++l

forest timber supplies (DeVrlbiss 1986). The combination of thn 1>roporI1(.?18

of the work force and dependency on federal timber might. result in orrly .I'

small parl. (as iow as 3 rJc!rcCnt) of the Cotal workforcc being dPp?nr-kIlt 011

National F'orcst timber (Royd and Hyde 1989).

The criteria ueed for the Forest Service lists do not account.  for impur~La~1~

economic factor8 that affect the relationship between a comtnunity  and local

wood products firms, including alternative eources of supply, proximity t'ca

larger labor markete, inter-mill  competition for titier supply, inCcr.

community comper.ir.ion  for jobs, and changing technolqg and mill

obsolescence. In today's market, the destination of federal logs il:

unpredlctablo  a:; proccssoru  r+ac:h far to supply their mills. I&>L!d  I III i I 1 2

will not necessarily he tha successful bidder on federal Limbo! ~.;ll\?~.,  lir)l

are local conununitira  guaranteed to recelvtf logging and y1oca~sir.g  jobs <C

i
a result. of those sales.

We: assessed the 66 comrkanitiea on the 198'1 ligt to see which oneli could

tici. be considered timber-dependent. We added t& ctittit.ia to eliminate

those which cannot be conefdered dependent because they are wrfil-connected

to larger, divertie  Gconomiec or in counties experiencing robust grurtJ1. I ‘I

the first step we eliminated thoee communities that were within 50 ~il.~; 0:

other communities whose population uaa at least 10,000. We then el IWI~I.CI 4.11

communities in the 15 recreation counties (Johnson and Beale lYY5). 'lh?

remaining 29 t:o4lYllulir ie6 represent those communitiee whlc:11 ;tri: btitl~
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ieolatcd and in the slower growing parts of the Basin (see fig. 23): the

list can be found in Appendix'C. These eommunitiee arc not neceeaarily

less resilierrt  Lhan other communities (J;ee the Social chapter for a more

complete discussion), but federal land managers might want to foc:ua on thkn

when considering impacts of land management actione.

Change brought the forest industry to rural communltiee (in fact, created

many rural communir~ies), and it IS change that LEI now bringing new

industries into the Interior.  Columbia Basin. Rapid social and economic:

'change over the p.wt two decades hae complicated the nature of community

dependence on Fcdcral land (Scrciety of Amcricarc  Forester8 19891. Yor

example, in 1987, Orofjno, Idaho wus defined as a timber dependent

community. Its economy changed in the early 19708 when the federal

government burlt the Dworshak Dam and a large fish hatchery. Today.

Orofino ie a destination for recreation tourism, and its economy has become

dcpondcnt upon rrcreation (Force and others 1993). O p p o a i t i o n  t.o the

reservoir drawdoms claims that each foot the reservoir surface is lowered i

coat8 the community one million dollars in touriem revenue.

Economic well-being-- In much of out discussion (and that of the Social

Team)  we have talked around the relationship  between forest dependence a&

community well-being. The traditional bias among foresters that links.

sustained yield foreetry with community stability has colored thic izssue.

BuC the broader issue is wh<<ther  foreats and the forest producu Industry

are effective at promoting economic growth and development. This insue has \
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APPENDIX C--Comnunitiez~ Defined as Timber Dependent f.h;rK M+?P?I.  I.hc Criteria

Of AlSo xeing Isolated and in Counties With Low Population Growth

Idaho

bnners Ferry

Council

Elk City

Grangcrvillc

Kamiah

Kooskia

Moyie Springs

Now Meadows

WeipFe

Montana

Darby

Eureka

Fortine

Rexford

Seely Lake

S u p e r i o r

Thompson Falls

Trout Creek
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Oregon

Uurns

Heppner (Kinzua)

John Day

.Lakeview

Lang Creek

Mt. Vernon

Paisley

Prairie City

Washington

Colville

Ionc

Kettle Falls

Haynes-- 234

Republic
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Assumptions and Data about Recreation Opportunity

From a national perspective the region has a comparative advantage in the’ amount of
primitive/semi-primitive recreation opportunities - the Basin has more large areas in this
wildland-type classification than any other region in the continental United States. These areas
combine exceptional scenery with an experience of solitude that draws visitors from a national
and international constituency.

Since the area on Forest Service/BLM  lands in the rural/urban class is quite small in the Basin, it
is the amount and distribution of primitive/semi-primitive and roaded natural recreation
opportunities that affects management decisions regarding recreation supply. From a national
perspective the primitive/semi-primitive class has scarcity value, and’the  Basin has some of the
greatest supply in the nation of large contiguous blocks of lands without roads. The supply of
the roaded natural class is not limited by the amount of acres, but by the invested capital in
infrastructure improvements to meet the demands of visitors.

Primitive and semi-primitive areas possess special characteristics that are highly sensitive to
human interventions. Once these areas are roaded and/or developed for other uses, they rarely
can be recovered for the values of solitude and naturally-evolving scenery. Wilderness is a
special, Congressionally-designated category of primitive lands, and the Basin contains several

major wilderness areas. However, similar characteristics to those that are associated with
wilderness can be provided by other lands which remain without roads. The experiences
provided by primitive areas offer a risk and challenge that is highly valued by the American
people.

The tool utilized  in this analysis to measure Griation among alternatives. in recreation
opportunities in the Basin is the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), which identifies the
type of recreational experience available to a visitor. The Recreation Opportunity Spectrum

c

(ROS) is a national system within the Forest Service for categorizing the supply of recreational
settings. Within the ICBEMP the seven standard ROS categories have been collapsed to three
groupings: primitive/semi-primitive, roaded natural, and rural/urban. The presence or absence of
roads is the primary determinant in ROS classifications, and blocks of land greater than 2500
acres in size that are more than one half mile from a road are classified as primitive/semi-
primitive.

Assump fious

0 Road densities provide a reasonable measure of the differences between the
primitive/semi-primitive and roaded  natural classifications at the Basin scale.

0 Primitive/semiprimitive recreation experiences are tindamentally  altered by road entries,
and conditions cannot return to this c&s in the near term.

0 Timber harvesting provides opportunity for roaded natural recreation opportunities i.e.



roads built for timber harvest will remain open for recreation use.

0 Within any given ERU recreation use is uniformly distributed.

0 The effects of recreation developments on riparian or aquatic zones is considered in this
analysis to be negligible.

0 Funding for road maintenance will be available.

0 The road network for the Basin is in place for normal management activities and for fire
suppression needs.

0 The seven common recreation opportunity classes could be best represented at the broad
scale by combining them to three classes. Primitive and semiprimitive classes can be
lumped together without major differences in the anticipated recreational experience.

Cirsreuf Cordifioris

The roaded natural area covers a broader extent of the Basin than the primitive/semi-primitive
areas. The majority of the large blocks of primitive/semi-primitive class occurs mainly in the
following ERU’s: Central Idaho Mountains, Northern Cascades, Blue  Mountains, Upper Clark
Fork, and the Snake Headwaters. These ERU’s are’all relatively moist, forested zones, whereas
the drier zones in the Basin have less of the large, contiguous blocks of the’primitive/semi-
primitive class.

Prelintitmry  dcrfcr  oil effw fs of olfenmfives

The’alternatives are projected by the ICBEMP  to have few changes in the supply of recreation
opportunities with the exception of alternative 5. This alternative will result in a decrease of
about 7% and 14% in the supply of primitive and semi-primitive recreation opportunities in the
Lower Clark Fork and Southern Cascades ERUs  respectively. ;’



Number of Projected  Activity  Occasions’  by state and percent  change  from 1907 5
Plans

View  wildlife 2.122305 52 740,000  10 N/A . 1,628,408

Table  30--Recreation  particiuation  usine State  Comurehensive  Outdoor Recreation  Plans.  2000.

Day useL 5006.200 35 5,194.ooo 21 40.57  1.300 75 1.555,043

Motor boat’ 490,617 15 003,000 12 4.469.300 5 1 529,056

Motor viewing 2.142.951 25 1.766,OOO 20 39,429.500 09 N/A

Motor  winter

L:f/A=no data  available
’ Activity  occasions=participation  in a given  activity  for one person for any part of a 24 hour  period.
b Trail use includes  bicycle  riding off-road,  day hiking, backpacking  on and off trails  and horseback riding.
’ Camp  includes  by boat,  with  and without  packstock,  with an organized  group  and in a recreation  vehicle and
tent  with  motorized  vehicle. i
d Hunt includes  big  and small  game, waterfowl,  upland  birds and bow hunting.
’ Fish.  includes  freshwater  boat and bank  or dock.

ORP

24

f Nonmotor  boat includes  canoeing,  kayaking,  rafting,  sailing,  windsurfing,  sailboarding  and lake and river
boating.
4 Data includes  motorboat  activities  except  for waterskiing.
h Day use includes  beach use, climbing,  mountaineering,  outdoor  photography,  picnicking,  swimming  and visits
to interpretive  centers.
* Motor  boat includes  waterskiing  and lake and river boating.
1 Off-road  vehicle  use includes  ATV, dunebug and four-wheel  driving and motorcycling..
’ Nonmotor  winter  sports  include cross-country  and downhill  skiing, sledding, snowboarding,  snow play and ice
skating.
’ Data may include  snowmobiting  and ATV  driving  in the snow.
m Motor  winter  sports  include  snowmobiling  and ATV driving in  the snow.
n Montana percentage  increase  based  on 1907  data.
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Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Groups by ERU

in Thousands of Acres
September 6, 1995

a::~:;~~:~~,:I:~:~::~~
~~~~~~~~~~~~aiil I 1816 I 1065 I 42

. . . . . . .,.,. I I

:~.:~.:.:.:~.:.:.:.~.:.:,:.:.~.~
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 412 1628 3

244 1652 3
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ROS Classes for EEIS and UCRB FS/BLM lands by ERU, Management Region, .
Management Class and Simulation Year 10

27-Feb-96

Disclaimer: The Ag/Develbped Lands include crop/hay/pasture lands in both agriculture and closed herbland  stnrctures.
This results in,more  hectares in the rural/urban classification (agriculture and developed lands) than were calculated, in
the Assessment. This is due to using Physiognomic Types rather than structures for classification.

The Current Year data portrayed in this report is from version I of the alternatives (fall 1995). Due to changes in the
look up tables (classification of cover types to cover type codes) used for the latest CRBSUM vegetation predictions, the
current year baseline was changed when the model was initialized. However, this new modeled Current Year will not be
reported since this would change the baseline and many other analyses that have afread  been completed. The timeline
does not allow for redos of all previous work. The overall impact of using the old current baseline is that differences
between alternatives and current hectares may appear to be larger than they should be.

Fcoloaical Reoonina  Unit

Manamnt  APaion
Manaaement  Clasq

Road Oensitv

Blue Mountains

Area in Hectares

Current 1 sl-10 1 310 ) s3-10 1 %10 ss-10 1 ss-10 S7JO

EElS

BLMIFS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 887.100 868,000 887.100 887.100 887.100 887,100 887,100 887,100

Percent Change from Current --2% 0% O?'. 0% 0% 0% 0%

% .of Region /Class Total 35.19; 34.34: 35.1% 35.1% 35.196 35.1% 35.10: 35.1%

Road&Natural 1,642.700 1,661.800 1.642.700 1.642.700 1,642.700 1,642.700 1,642,700 dj42.700

Percent Change from Current 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of pegion  /C/ass Total 64.9% 65.746 64.95: 64.9% 64.9% 64.9% 64.9% 64.9%

Blue Mountains EElS BLMffS  Total
2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,800 2,529,aw

. .
UCRB

Primitive/Semi-primitive 50,700 50,700 50.700 50.700 50,700 50,700 50,700 50,700

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 045 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 46.9% 46.9% 46.9% 46.996 46.99'0 46.9% 46.9% 46.946

RoadediNatural 57,400 57,460 57,400 57,400 57,400 57.400 57.400 57,400

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 09/o 0%

% of Region /Class Tofal 53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 53.14: 53.1% 53.1% 53.1% 53:1%

rpprSP6-2x ?,-
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Ecoloaical  Reoonh  Unit

DRAFT WORK:NG  GOCWEr;rT
SliEJcuT TO C+LNGEprr- ,-----

I un II\ I USIYNL UJt irpjy\'
Manaaement Reaion

ment Class

Road  Densitv

Northern Great Basin

Area  in Hectares

/Current  ( St-to 1 sZ_tO  ( SJJO ; S4JO ) SSJO  ( S6_10 S7JO

EEIS

BLM/FS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 1.484900 1,477.500 1484.900 1.484.900 1.484900 1.484900 1.484.900 1,484,900

O?C 09/o 0% 0% 0%

40.5% 48.59/o 48.5% 40.5% 40.59c

Percent Change from Current 0%

% of Region /Class Total 48.52 48.2%

RoadedINatural 1.579,700  1587,100

Percent Change from Current 0%

% of Region /C/ass Total 51.5?< 51.8%

Northern Great  Basin  EEIS BLMlFSTotal .

096

4a.sz

1,579.7CO 1,579.7(30 1.579.700 1,579.700 1.579.700 1.579,700

096 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

51.5?6 51.5'5 51.5?'0 51.5% 51.5% 51.5%

3,064,600  3,064,600  3,064,600  3,064,600  3,064,600  3,064,600  3064,600  $064,600

Northern Great Basin  UCRB and EEIS  FSlBLM
Total 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,6UO 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600

OwyheeUplands

EEIS

BLMlFS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 736,800 736.800 736.800 736.8CO 736.000 736.800 736.800 736,800

Percent Change from Current 04’0 096 03: OI 0% 0% 0%

X of Region /Ckss  Total 45.9% 45.9% 45.91: 45.9%  45.99; 45.9'6 45.9% , 45.9%
f

AoadedlNatural' 868,600 868.600 868,600 868.6CO 868,600 868.600 868.600 660.600

Percent Change from Current 0% 096 0% 0% 0% 0%. 0%

% of Region /Class Total 54.1% 54.1% 54.196 54.1% 54.196, 54.1% 54.19'0 54.19:

OwyheeUplandsEElSBLMIFSTotal
1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400

UCRB

0LMlF-S

Primitive/Semi-primitive 2.375.300 2.375.300 2.375300 2.375.300 2.375.300 2,375,300 2,375,300 2375,300

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Tofal 66.2% 66.2% 66.2% 66.2% 66.29/o 66.2?$' 66.2% 66.2#

RoadecVNatural 1.214,400 1.214,400 1.214.400 1.214.400 1.214,400 1.214.400 1.214,400 1.214.400

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
X of Region /Class Total 33.896 33.896 33.896 33.8% 33.89/o 33.8% 33.8% 33.8?/.
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DRAFT  WOf?K'NG  DXLMENT
SU5Jci;T  TO t.i-4 tliy:GF

FOR Il’\ITERNP,L  U,jit t,i\fiYEcoloaical  Reoortina Unit

Manaaement Reaioq

Manaaement  Class
Road Densitv

Area  In Hectares

Current 1 Sl-10 ( 52-10 / 53-10 1 S4-10 1 SS-10 ( 56-10 57-10

Owyhee  Uplands  UCRB  BLM/FS  Total
3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700  3,589,700

Owyhee Uplands  UCRB and EELS  FS/BLM Total
. .5,19S,lOO 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,lOO 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,100

Snake  Headwaters

UCRE

BLMIFS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 172.000 171.800 172.000 172.000

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 57.39'.  57.29'0 57.396 57.3%

RoadecUNatural

Percent Change from Current

05 of Region /Class Total

128.000 128.200

0%

42.7X 42.7%

128.000 128.000

O?', 0%

42.7% 42.7'6

Rural/Urban

Percent Change from Current

% of Region/Class Toofal

loo loo

0%

0.0% 0.0%

loo

0 %

0.0%

loo

0 %

0.09'.

Snake  Headwaters  UCRB  BLMIFS  Total
3W,lOO 300,100 300,100 3W,lOO 300,100 300,100 3W,lOO 300,100

Snake  Headwaters  UCRE and EEIS FSIBLM
Total 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100

i
Southern Cascades

EEIS

BLM/FS

Primitive/Semi-primitive

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /C/ass Tofal

Roaded/Natural'

Percent Change from Current

219,600 181,100 219.600 219,600

-18% 0% 0%

27.6% 22.8% 27.6% 27.6%

% of Region/Class Total

Rural/Urban

576.100 614,600 576.100 576,100

7% 0% 0%

72.4% 77.2% 72.4% 72.4%

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

100

0.0%

loo

0%

0.0%

loo

O?/,

0.096

loo

0%

0.0%

172,000 172.000

0% 0%

57.30/o 57.3?'0

172.000

O?C

57.3%

172.000

0 %

5 7 . 3 %

12s.oog

0%

42.7%

128.000 128,000 128.000

096 09'0 0%

42.7% 42.7% 42.7i:

loo

0 %

0.09;

100

0%

0.0%

loo

0%

0.0%

loo

0%

0.09'.

219,600 189,500 219,600 219,600

0% -14% 0% 0%

27.6% 23.846 27.6% 27.6%

576.100 576,100

0% 0%

72.4% 72.4%

576.100 606,200

0% 5%

72.4% 76.2%

100

0%

0.0%

loo

0%

0.0%

loo

0%

0.0%

loo

O?',

0.0%



Fcoloaical  Reootiina IJnit

Manaaement Reaioa

Manaaement Class

Road Den&y

DEAFT WORK#S GGCUi<ENT
. . IL: J .t:T TO Lii i(:zf:

CClh ,. C-C..:..  .
1 VI\ lli I Ll\fvfi, lJ.;c .d,<&i

Area  in Hectares

Current ( SlJO ) SZ-10 1 53-10  ( S4-10  1 SS-10  ( S6-10  ) 57-10

Southern  Cascades  EEIS BLM/FS  Total
795,800  795,800  795,800  795,iOO 795,800  795,800  795,800 795,800

Southern  Cascades  UCRB and  EELS FS/BLM
Total, 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,000

Upper  Clark  Fork

UCRB

BLMIFS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 714.000 684.300 714,000 714.000 714,000 714.000 714.000 714,000

Percent Change from Currenr -4% 00: 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Tootal S&O? -- ..*.33.0:b 58.0% 58.0% 58.09: 58.04: 58.0% 58.0%

RoadedlNatural 517,7CO 547.4CO 517,700 517.700 517,700 517,700 517,700 517.700

Percent Change from Current 6% 046 0% 0% 0% ox 0%

% of Region /Class  Tootal 42.0?: 44.4% 42.096 42.0% 42,046 42.0% 42.0% 42.0%

Upper  Clark  Fork  UCRB BLMIFS  Total
$231,700  1,231,700  1,231,700  1,23;,700  1,231,700  1,231,700 1,231,700  1,231,700

Upper  Clark  Fork UCRB and  EEIS FS/BLM
Total 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 VW700

Upper  Klamath

EEIS

i
BLMIFS

Primitive/Semi-primitive 140,800 116.100 140,800 140,800 140.800 140.8W 140,800 140.800

Percent Change from Current -18% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /C/ass Total 19.243 15.8?b 19.2% 19.2% 19.2% 19.2% 19.2% 19.2%

'i92.400 ’RoadecUNatural 592,400 617.100 592,400 592400 592.400 592.400 592,400

Percent Change from Current 4% 0% 09'0 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 80.8% 84.2% 80.89’0 80.8% 80.8x 80.8% 80.8% 80.8%

Upper  Klamath EEIS BLM/FS  Total
733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200

Upper  Klamath  UCRB and  EEIS FS/BLM  Total
733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200

Upper  Snake

UCRB

rpfSP6-ZX 7
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GRAFT WORK NC; i%d!i~.EI\IT

Ecoloaical  ReDortlna  Unit

Manaaement Reaioq

Manaaement  Class

Road Densitv

BLM/FS

SLitI  ,T TO \ r: AGE
cnr!  IFITI-l-I\IA~  !I \I
4 “4, .aa,L,\.‘,,l UdL LirLt

Area in Hectares

Current ) Sl-10  j S2-10 ) S3-10 ( Sd-10  ) SS-l"  / SSJO s7-10  (

Primitive/Semi-primitive

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Aoaded/Naturai

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Upper  Snake  UCRB  BLMIFS  Total

Upper  Snake  UCRB and  EEIS FSlBLM Total

846,300 846.300 816,300 846.3tO 846.300 846.300 846,300 846,300

0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

62.3% 62.3% 62.3% 62.39: 62.39'. 62.34C . 62.3% 62.39'0

513,100 513.100 513,100 513.100 513,100 513.100 513,100 513.100

0% 0% 09'0 0% 09/o  0% 0%

37.7% 37.7% 37.7% 37.79'0 37.7% 37.7x 37.7% 37.7%

1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400

1,359,400 1,359.400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400

Grand  Total  of UCRB and WS BLMl  FS Lands;

Z&747,200  Z&747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200  Z&747,200  28,747,200

c
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Quality of Life

htrodtrction

Quality of life was identified as one of the major issues in the Eastside  and Upper Columbia EIS
scoping processes. Quality of life can be loosely identified as the combination of economic,
political, social, psychological, cultural and environmental characteristics that make a place
attractive to residents. An area’s quality of life means that context for the person or community
contributes positively to the functioning of the individual and means that the person wiil have
enjoyable, stable living experience in the community. Federal lands contribute to the quality of
life in a number of ways, although there may be significant variation from community to
community in that contribution. For example, federal lands provide access to a variety of
recreation opportunities dependent on natural environments. Federal lands provide a flow of
commodities which in turn provide economic opportunities for certain occupation groups--such
as loggers--whose lifestyle and identity are closely linked to their jobs. And, federallands are
often the source of clean air and water and vistas that people regard as important to their day to
day limctioning.

AssrmpGom

The evaluation of alternatives will consider impacts to quality of life. To estimate these impacts,
the following assumptions are made:

1. Quality of life is composed of opportunities for recreation and scenic integrity, but
includes other factors as well.

2. Federal lands contribute a portion of the economic and environmental characteristics
important to quality of life.

3. The federal lands portion of quality of life can be estimated through an appropriate
combination of factors measuring impacts to economic opportunity, accessibility to

r

recreation opportunity, presence of diverse wildlife and fishery resources, air and water
quality, and maintenance of scenic integrity.

C~wr-e11f  C’ortdifiora

Lifestyles within the Basin (but outside the Tri-Cities, Boise and Spokane metropolitan areas are
predominantly rural in nature and associated with agricultural. In fast growing counties,
lifestyles are still primarily rural, but not as closely linked with farming and ranching operations,

Pseiinti~my  dntct  OII qffecfs  of alfermfives

No data that specifically addresses quality of life was collected. Panelists should review the
variety of,data that was prepared, consider this data and using their knowledge and expertise
attempt to provide an evaluation of alternatives.
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Assumptions and Data about Roads

Illtrodrrctiorl

Opportunities for people’s direct interaction with Forest Service and BLM lands are closely
related to capabilities for vehicular passage, which may be described as a function of the
distribution of developed road. networks, restrictions on the use of roads, and the quality of road
maintenance. Although horses, motorcycles,~all  terrain vehicles, bicycles, and foot traffic are
important vectors to gain access to lands beyond the end of maintained roads, most people
utilize automobiles or light trucks during visits to public lands, and the supply of maintained
roads offers a reasonably good indicator of access opportunities. The EIS’s do not address road
maintenance issues, nor do they specifically identify which roads would have use restrictions in
the future. Estimates of changes in.roaded access are based solely on anticipated changes in road
densities across the Basin.

An additional issue surrounding the concept of access deals with the capability of people with
disabilities to utilize facilities and experience programs sponsored by the Forest Service and
BLM. The alternatives proposed in the two EJS’s do not address the issue of facilities access for
people with disabilities, since facilities developments are left to more detailed project planning
documents.

The issues of roadless areas has not been explicitly addressed by the two EIS’s. None of the
alternatives proposed in the Eastside  or UCRB EIS’s alters e.tisting  official designations of
roadless areas in the Basin.

The tool utilized in this analysis to measure variation among alternatives of the quantity of
roaded access is road density (miles/square mile). Road density is classified in four categories:
no roads, very low/low, moderate, and high/extremely high. These are defined as follows:

None 0.0 - .02 mi./sq. mi.
Very Low/Low. .02 - .7 mi./sq. mi.
Moderate .7 - 1.7 mi./sq. mi.
High/Extremely High > 1.7 mi./sq.  mi.

As.wnpions

0 Low volume roads will be most affected by changes in road density, even in areas
proposed as reserves.

0 Decreases in road density will be based on road obliterations, where the roadbed is
regraded and revegetated.

0 Funds for road maintenance and road obliterations will be available.



Current Cor/ditiom

Currently, the Basin has a predominance of the supply of large unroaded areas in the contiguous
United States, and this is an attraction to recreationists seeking primitive or semi-primitive
wildland  experiences (McCool  and others 1996, Haynes and Home 1996). At the same time,
recreational experiences based on the use of roads, such as driving for pleasure, are among the
most popular types of experiences among residents and visitors of the Basin, and in the
aggregate, roaded recreational use provides the highest net economic value from Forest Service
and BLM lands (Haynes and Horne 1996). About 39% of the federal lands in the Eastside EIS
area are categorized as in the Very Low or None road density classes. In the Upper Columbia
EIS area, the figure is about 58%. However, ‘land in the High/Extremely High category
accounts for 34% and 21% of the land in the Eastside  and Upper Columbia areas respectively.

Prelimimiy  tlnla  O~I effects of nllerm7tives

Alternatives 3, 4 and 7 would provide reductions in proportion of land classified as
High/Extremely High road dens.ity  in the Eastside EIS area. These alternative lead to an
estimated 40%,.  48% and 43% reduction in iand  in this class, with an associated increase in the
Moderate road density class. Alternatives 6 and 7 reduce the proponion of land in the
High/Extremely High category in the Upper Columbia EIS area. but by more modest
proportions: 12% and 14% respectively. The changes in road density vary across Ecological
Reporting Units.



Road Density Classes for EEIS’and UCRB FS/BLM lands by Management
Region, Management Class and Simulation Year. 10

27-Feb-96

disclaimer: The road density predictions for alternatives are simulations created to model EIS prescriptions. They are
not meant  to insinuate the desired road density or infer areas for highest priority closures. Local information needs to
be consulted for decisions on where to close roads.

Manaaement Reaioa

Manaaement Cfasz

Road Density

EEIS

Area in Hectares

Current Sl-10  1 52-10  ) 53-10  1 M-10 ( SS-IO  1 S6-10 s7-10

BLMIFS

None 2.907.5CO 2.865900 2.907.900 2.907.900 2.907,900 2.896.900 2.907,900 2.907,900
Percent Change from Current -1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% O?L

% of Region /Class Total 24.7% 24.4% 24.70: 24.7% 24.70: . .b24 6’ 24.7% 24.7%

Very  Low I Low l,653.?CO 1.556.100 1.653.900 1.653.900 1,653.900 1.627.400 1.653,900 1,653.900
Percent Change from Current -4% 0% 0% 09’0 -2% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 14.1% 13.5% 14.196 14.1% 14.1% 13.6% 14.1?$ 14.1%

Moderate 3237,600 3.317.600 3.237,600 4,822.@00 5.140.900 3.275.300 3.367,600 4,952.600
Percent Change from Current 39: 0% 494/o 59% 146 4% 53%

% of Region /Class Total 27.5’6 20.4% 27.5% 41.0% 43.7?i 27.8% 28.6?/. 42.1::

High / Extremely  High 3.96a.OCO  3.96a.900  3.968.900  2.383.900  2.065.800  3.568.900  3,838,900  2.253.900
Percent Change from Currenr 04’0 O?C -Jo?; -46?C 0%

% of Region /Class Total
-3?'o  i -43%

33.7:; 33.7% 33.7% 20.39: 17.6% 33.7% 32.69’0 19.2%

BLM/FS EEIS Total 11,768,500  11,768,500  11,768,500  11,768,500  11,768,500  11,768,500  11,768,SW  11,768,500

UCRB

BLMIFS

None 6,093,500 5.855.900 6,093,500 6.093.500 6,093,500 6,040,700 6.093,500 6,093,5W
Percent Change from Current -4% 0% O?i 0% -1% 0% 09/o

% of Region /Class  Total 35.9% 34.5% 35.996 35.99/o 35.9% 35.6% 35.9% 35.99/o

Very Low I Low 3.834.800 3.980.300 3.834.800 3,834.800 3,834,800 3.838,OOO 3.834.600 3,834.600
‘Percent Change from Current 4% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 22.61; 23.4% 22.6% 22.6'6 22.6% 22.6%. 22.6% 22.6%
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Manaaement Reaion Area  in Hectares

/vlanaaementClass
Poad Densitv [current 1 51-10 1 52-10 1 S3-10 1 S4-10 / SS-10 1 SS-10 1 57-10

Moderate 3.455100 3.547.200 3.455100 3529.200 3529.200 3.504,700 3.877,300 3.951.400

Percent Change from Current 3% 04/o 2?'0 2% 19: 12% 14%

% of Region /Class Total 20.3% 20.9% 20.3% 20.8% 20.8%. 20.69/o 22.8% 23.3%

High/  Extremely  High . 3.595.300 3.595300 3.595,300 3.521.200 3Ji21.200 3,595,300 3,173,100 3,099,OOO

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% -2?$ -2i 0% -12% -14%

% of Region /Class  Total 21.246 21.2% 21.20: 20.7:; 20.7?$ 21.2% 18.7% 18.3%

BLM/FS UCRB Total 16,978,700 16,978.700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700

j28,747.200  23,747,200  28,747,200  28.747.200  28,747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200Grand  otalof

i
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Road Density Classes for EEIS and UCRB FS/BLM lands by ERU, Management
Region, Management Class and Simulation Year IO

27-Feb-96

disclaimer: The road density predictions for alternatives are simulations created to model EIS prescriptions. They are
not meant to insinuate the desired road density or infer areas for highest priority closures. Local information needs to
be consulted for decisions on where to close roads.

Ecoloaical  Reoortino  Un&
Manaaement Reoipn
mt Class

Road Dem

Blue Mountains

Area in Hectares

Current ( 61-10  ( S2-10 1 S3-10 S4-10  1 SS-10  1 56-10 s7_10

EEIS

BLMfFS

None 652,500 637.700 652.500 652.500 652.500 652.500 652.500 652,500

Percent Change from Current -2% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
% of Region /Class  Total 25.8% 25.20:. 25.8% 25.8% 25.8% 25.8% 25.8% 25.8%

Very Low I Low 234,600 230,300 234.600 234,6CO 234.600 234.600 234,600 234,600
Percent Change from Current :2x 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 04’.

‘% of kegion /Class  Total 9.3% 9.1% 9.3% 9.3% 9.3% 9.39/o  9.3% 9.39’0

Moderate 453.300 472.400 453.306 1.279.6CO 1.289.400 453.300 463.400 1.289,700

Percent Change from Current 4% 0% 182% 1840:. 0% 2% 185%

?6 of Region /Class  Total 17.9:; 18.7% 17.9% 50.6% 51.0% 17.99; 18.3?:
i

51.0%

High/ Extremely High 1,189.&X 1.189.400 1,169.400 253,lCO 353.300 1.189.400 1.179.300 353.000
Percent Change from Current 0% 09/o -69% -709’0 0% -1% -709’0

% of Region /C/ass  Total 47.09’0 47.0% 47.096 14.4% 14.00/o 47.0% 46.6% 14.0%

Blue  Mountains EELS BLMlFS  Total
2,529,800  ;,529,800  2,529,800  2.529,800  2,529,8W 2,529,800  2,529,800  2,529,800

UCRB

BLMIFS

None 16,000 16.000 16.000 16,000 16.000 16,000 16,000 16,000

Percent Change from Current 0% O?i 0% O?/. 0% 0% O?i

% of Region /Ciass  Total 14.8% 14.8% 14.8% 14.8% 14.8% 14.8% 14.8% 14.8%

Very Low I Low 3h.700 34,700 34.700 34.700 34.700 34.700 34.700 34,700

Percent Change from Current ’ 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0 % 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 32.196 32.1% 32.D~AFP2\E;elRKi~:~~OC83;~i\lT  32.1% 32.1%

SLJGJECT  TO CthPGE
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Ecoloaical Renortina  Unit

Manaaement Reaion Area  in Hectares

Manaaement  Class

Road  Denstty [Current  ) Sl-10  1 SZ-10  1 S3-10 1 SJ-10  ) SS-10  ) Sb-10 57-10

Moderate 28.106 28,100 28.100 28.1CO 28.100 28.100 28.200 28.200

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
% of Region /Class Total 26.09'0 26.045 26.096 26.0% 26.04'0 26.00/ 26.1% 26.10/

High / Extremely  High 29.300 29.300 29.300 29.300 29.300 29.300 29.200 29.200

Percent Change from Current 0 % 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% .

% of Region /Class  Total 27.196 27.l?b 27.1% 27.1% 27.1% 27.19'0 27.0% 27.0%

Blue Mountains UCRB BLMlFS  Total
’108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100

Blue Mountains UCRB and  EEIS FS/BLM  Total 2,637,900 2537,900 2,637,900’ 2.637.900 2,637,900 2.637.900 2,637,900 i.637,900

Central Idaho  Mountains

EEIS

BLMIFS

None 8.300

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

Very Low 1 Low

92.29'0

100

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Tooral

Moderate

1.19:

0

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

High/Extremely  High

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /C/ass  Total

0.0%

600

6.73:

Central Idaho Mountains EEIS ELM/F!3  Total
9,000

8.300

0%

02 2%- .

loo

0%

l.lO’,-

0

0%

0.0%

8.300 8.300 8.300

096 0% 0%

02.29: 02.2% 92.2%

100

O?C

1.1%

100

0%

1.1%

100

O?!Y

1.1%

8.300

0%

02.29’0

100

0%

1.1%

0

0%

0.0%

0

O?'o

0.0%

0

O?C

0.0%

0

0%

O.O?k

600 600 6W 600 600

0% O?C 0% 04: 0%

6.7?< 6.74’0 6.7% 6.796 6.7%

9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,000

8,300 8,300

0% 0%

82.2% 92.2?k

100 loo

0% 0%

1.1% 1.1%

600 ; EW

0% 09/o

6.7% 6.7%

0 0
.lOO?‘o -100%

0.0% 0.0%

9,000 9,000

UCRE3

BLMIFS

qXSPJ_2x

None  . 3.606.600  3862.600  3.606600  3.606.600  3,606.600  3.606600  3.606.600  3,606,600

Percent Change from Current -I?‘. O?G O?C 09’. 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 55.8% 55.1% 55.8% 55.8S 55.8% 55.8% 55.8% 55.8%

DRAFT WORKNG D0C~PilEN-l'
UYECT TO LHJME
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Ecoloaical Reoortino  Un&

Manaaement Reoior\

Manaaement Class

Road Density

Area  in Hectares

Current ( St-10 1 52-10 1 s-10 1 51-10 Sf-10 S6-10 57-10

Very Low  I Low 968.800 1,003,3W 968,800 G68,800 P68.8W C68.800 968,800 968,800
Penent Change from Current 4% 09’0 0% 0% 0 % 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 15.0?‘. 15.5% 15.0% 15.0?'0 15.0% 15.09: 15.0?$ 15.0%

Moderate 914.500 924.000 914.500 943,200 943.200 914.500 1,138,WO 1,166,700
Percent Change from Current 1% 0% 3% 3% 0% 24% 28%

% of Region /Class Total 14.246 14.39: 14.20: 14.6% 14.6?< 14.2% 17.6% 18.;%

High / Extremely High 972.400 972.400 972.400 943.700 943,700 072.400 748,!NO 720.200
Percent Change from Current O?‘. 0% -3% -3% . 0% -239’0 -26%

% of Region /Class Total 15.0% 15.09'0 15.0% 14.6% 14.695 15.0% 11.6% 11.1%

Central Idaho  Mountains  UCRB BLM/FS  Total
6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6:462.300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462,300

Central Idaho  Mountains  UCRB  and EELS
FSBLM Total 6.471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6.471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300

Columbia Plateau

EEIS

BLM/FS

None 113.200 112.ooo 113.200 113.200 113.200 113.200 113.200 113,200
Percent Change from Current -1% O?/. 0% 0% ox 0% 0%

% of Region /C/ass Total 10.8S 10.7% 10.89'0 10.8t; 10.80: 10.8% 10.8% 10.8%

VeryLowlLow 87.090 83.200 87.900 97.oco 87.900 87.900 87,900 "7000  ,_,u
Percent Change from Current -5?o 0% 0% 04; 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 8.4% 8.046 8.4?/.  8.4% 8.4?& 8.4% 8.4% 8.496

Moderate 265,200 271,100 265,200 351,000 634,100 265,200 266.200 352.000
Percent Change from Current 2% 0% 32% 139% 0% 0% 33%

96 of Region /C/ass  Total 25.49'. 25:9":0 25.4% .33.6% 60.6% 25.40: 25.5% 33.7?L

High / Extremely High 579,300 579,300 579,300 493.500 210,400 579,300 578.300 h92.500
Percent Change from Current 0% 09/o -150,; -64% 0% 0% -15%

% of Region /Class  Total 55.4?‘, 55.4% 55.4% 47.246 20.1% 55.4X 55.3% 47.1%

Columbia Plateau  EEIS BLMIFS  Total
1,045,600 1,045,600 1,045,600 1,045,600 1,045,600 1,045,6W 1,045,600 1,045,6W

UCRE

BLM/FS
DRAFT WORK I'S DOCUMENT

~J~,J_,T  TO u-bI\:GE .
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&OlOaiCd  ReoQ&ta UniJ

Manaaement Reaioq Area  in Hectarks

Manaaement Class

Poad Densitv Current  ) .sl-10  1 St-10 ( Q-10 ( s-10 55-10 56-10 57-10

None 1.400 1.300 1,400 1.400 1,400 1.400 1,400 1.400
Percent Change from Current -7% 096 o?: '0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 1.796 1.5% 1.7% 1.7?'0 1.7% 1.72 1.7% 1.7%

VeryLowILow 3,100 3.200 3,100 3.100 3,100 3.100 3.100 3.100

Percent Change from Current 3% 0% 09; ox 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 3.7% 3.8% 3.7?&  3.79/o 3.79/o 3.7% 3.7% 3.7%

Moderate

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

4,400

5.2%

4,400 4.400 4,400 4,400 4.400 54,900 54.900

0% 0% 0% O?'o . 0% 1148# 1 148%

5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 5.2% 5.29'0 65.30: 65.3%

High/ Earemely  High 75.200 75.200 75.200 75.2CO 75.200 75.200 24,700 24,700 .

Percent Change from Current 0% 095 036 046 0% -67% -67%

% of Region /Class Total 89.4?6 89.4% 89.4% 89.4% 89.496 89.446 29.4% 29.4?',

Columbia Plateau  UCRB  BLM/FS  Total
84,100 84,100 84,100 84,100 84,100 84,100 84,100 84,100

Columbia Plateau  UCRB and  EEIS +SIBLM
Total 1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700  1,129,700

Lower ClarkFork.

UCRB

BLMIFS

None

Percent Change from Current

% of pegion  /Class Toctal

221.200 192.1co 221.200 221.2ro 221.200 192.100 221.200 pt.200

-13% 0% o?: 0% -134'0 0% 0%

12.79; 11.0% 12.7% 12.7% 12.7% 11.0% 12.7% . 12.79/o

Very  Low I Low

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Tootal

122.900 127,700

4%

7.146 7.3%

374,200 398.500
6%

21.546 22.9%

122,900

0%

7.1%

122.900

0%

,.7.19/o

122,900 127.700 122.900 122.900

0% 4% 0% 0%

7.1% 7.3x 7.1% 7.1%

Moderate

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Tootal

374,200 374.200 374,200 398,500 374.200 374,200

0% 0% 0% 6% a 0% 0%

21.5?6 21.5% 21.59/o 22.9?< 21.50: 21.5:b

High/  Extremely  High 1,023.300 1.023.300 1.023.300 1,023.300 1,023.300 1,023.300 1,023,3W 1,023,3°0
Percent Change from Current 0% 03; 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Tootal 58.8% 58.8% 58.8a;a  58.8Ya 58.8% 58.8% 5a.8% 58.8%

Lower Clark-ForkUCRB  BLM/FSTotal
1,741,600 1,741,600 1;741,600D~~~~o~,o~,,~ m!!6j'! &-#,600 1,741,600

2asJcCT  10 \.A;  11d

rprSP4-2x
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Ecoloaical Reoortina Unit

Manaaement Reaion Area  in Hectares
Manaaement  Class

Road  Density Current 1 Sl-10 ! S2-10  1 53-10  / S4-10  ) SS-10  ( S6-10 ( 57-10

Lower Clark Fork  UCRB and EEIS FSfBLM
Total 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,6W 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600

Northern Cascades

EEIS

BLMIFS

None 653,900 641.700 653.900 653,900 653,900 648,200 653.900 653,900
Percent Change from Current -2?i 0% 0% 09/o -1% 09’0 0%

% of Region /Class Tootal 47.095 46.1% 47.09: 47.03; 47.0% 46.6?6 47.0% 47.0%

Very  Low i Low 138.8GO 138.900 138.800 138.800 138.800 139.200 138.800 138,800
Percent Change from Current 0%I_ 0% 0% 046 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 10.0% 10.09; 10.04: 10.0% 10.0% 10.096 10.0% 10.096

Moderate 225.300
Perceir

237.400 225.300 225.3W 225.300 230.600 251.300 251.300
Change from Current 5% 0% 09’0 0% 2% 12% 12::

% of Region iClass  Total 16.2% 17.1% 16.2% 16.2% 16.2% 16.6% 18.1% 18.19:

High / Extremely High 373.2CO 373.200 373.200 373.200 373,200 373,200 347,200 347,200
Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% -7% -7%

% of Region /Class Total 26.8% 25.83; 26.8Yo 26.89: 26.89; 26.8% 25.0% 25.096

Northern  Cascades  EEIS BLM/FS Total
1,391.200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200

Northern Cascades  UCRE  and  EEIS FS/BLM
Total 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1:391,200

Northern Glaciated  Mountains

EEIS

BLM/FS .

None 72.600 70.300 72.600 72.600 72,600 70,300 72,600 72.600
Percent Change from Current -3% 0% 0% 0% -3% 04/o 09/o

% of Pegion /Class Total 12.29: 11.8% 12.2% 12.296 12.2% 11.89/o 12.29/o 12.29'0

Very Low I Low 17.800 18,WO 17.800 17,800 17,800 18.000 17,800 17,800
Percent Change from Current 1% 0% 0% 096 196 0% 0%

% of Region /C/ass Total 3.0s 3.09c 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

Moderate 84.4@ 86.500 84,400 84,400 84.400 86.500 84,400 84.400

Percent Change from Current 29c Df#fl  \AJ@?P(!NG  [PfjCUA’EPbT 0% 0%
% of Region /Class  Total 14.2?/, 14.6?C ‘“.2%1;,:,]f$f6 To l~~~~~;~p4.6%  14.2%  14.2%

rpfSP4-2x
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Ecoloaical  Renortina  Unit

Manaaement  Rection Area  in Hectares
Manaaement Class

Road  RensiIy Current / Sl-10  1 S2-10  ( Sl-10 ) Saw10  ( SS-10  ) S6-10  ( 57-10

High / Extremely  High 419,100 419,100 419.100 J19.100 419.100 419,100 419.100 419.100

Percent Change from Current 0% O?‘o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region/Class Total 70.64'0 70.6% 70.6% 70.6?'0 70.6% 70.6% 70.6% 70.6%

Northern Glaciated Mountains EEIS BLMlFS
Total 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900

VCR8

BLMiFS

None 599.200 561.900 599.200 5?9.200 599.200 575.500 599.200 599.200

Percent Change from Current 4’; O?C 0 % 09'0 -44'0 09: 0%
% of Region /Class  Total 2as!a 26.7'; 28.53 23.5'5 28.5% 27.44/o 28.5% 28.5%

Very Low / Low 246.800 253.700 246,800 216.860 246.800 245.200 246.800 246,800
Percent Change from Current 4 ‘: 09: o?: 0% -146 09/o 0%

% of Region /C/ass Total 11.7% 12.2% 11.7% 11.7:: 11.79'. 11.7% 11.79/o 11.7%

Moderate 294,400 322800 294,400 294,400 294.400 319.700 326,800 326.800
Percent Change from Current 10% 0% 0% 0% 9% 11% 11%

% of Region /Class Total 14.09'0 16.4?6 14.09; 14.0% 14.0% 15.2% 15.5% 15.54'.

High I Extremely High 961,300 961,300 961.300 961.300 961.300 961.300 928.900 928.900
Percent Change from Current 09’. 0% 0?6 0% 0% -3% -3%

% of Region /Class Total 45.7'6 45.7'; 45.7% 45.73 45.7% 45.74'0 44.2% 44.2%

Northern Glaciated  Mountains UCRE SLM/FS
Total  2,101,7GO  2,101,700  2,101,700  2.101.700  2,101,700  2,101,700  2,101,700  $101,700

Northern Glaciated Mountains  UCRB and  EEIS
FS/'BLM Total 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,69%6W 2,69%600

Northern Great Basin

'EELS . .

BLMlfS

None 727.000 725.600 727.000 727.000 727.000 j27.000 727,000 727.000

Percent Change from Current 0% 0?6 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 23.7% 23.7% 23.7% 23.7% 23.7% 23.7% 23.7% 23.7%

Very Low I Low 757,900 751.900 767,900 757,900 757,900 757,900 757,900 757,900

Percent Change from Current -lo/. O?C 0% 0% 096 OYO 0%

WrSPd-2x

% of Region /Class Tota/ 24.7% 21.54: 24.746Dti~,pT ;cRK p\;;7;CC?$~fiT  24.7%
24.7%
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&oloaical  Reportina Unit

Manaaement  Reaioq

Manaaement Class
Road Densitv

Area  in Hectares

Current 1 Sl-10 ( 52-10 1 53-10 1 54-10 1 SS-10 1 56-10 ) 57-10

Moderate 1.237,OOO 1.244.400 1,237,OOO 1.365300 1.365,300 1237.000 1,237.OOO 1,365,300

Percent Change from Current 13/o 0% 1 O?C 10% 0% 0% 10%

% of Region /Class  Total 40.4?& 40.69: 40.4% 44.6% 44.6?'0 40.4% 40.49'0 44.6%

High / Extremely High 342.700 342.700 342.700 214.400 214.400 342.700 342,700 214,400
Percent Change from Current 09’. 0% -37% -37% 0% 0% * -37%

% of Region /Class  Total 11.2% 11.29; 11.2%  7.0% 7.0?< 11.2% 11.20/.  7.0%

Northern  Great  Basin  EEIS BLMlFS  Total
3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600

Northern  Great  Basin  UCRB and EEIS FSlBLM
Total X064.600 3,064,600 3.064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,6W 3,064,600

Owyhee  Uplands

EElS

BLMIFS

None 434,500 u4.500 434,500 434,500 434.500 434.5w 134.5w 434,500

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

X of Region /Class Total 27.19; 27.19; 27.1% 27.1?, 27.1?/0 27.146 27.1% 27.1%

Very Low / Low 302.300 302.300 302.300 302.300 302.300 302.300 302.300 302,300
Percent Change from Current 0% O?i 0% 0% 0% 04’0 0%

% of kegion /Class Total 18.856 18.8% 18.89'0 18.83 18.8% 18.836 18.8% 18.84;

Modsrate 816.400 846.400 846,400 849.700 849.7CO 846.400 846.400 lg49,700

Percent Change from Current 0% 09’0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /C/ass  Total 52.7% 52.7% 52.7% 52.9?2 52.9% 52.7% 52.74: 52.9%

High / Extremely High 22.200 22.200 22.200 18.900 la.900 22.200 22,200 la.900

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% -15% -159/o 0% 0% -15%

% of Region /Class  Total 1.4% 1.4% 1.4% .. 1.2% 1.2% 1.4% 1.496 1.2%

Owyhee  Uplands  EEIS BLM/FS  Total
1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400 1,605,400

UCRB

BLMIFS

None 677,800 6n.800 677.800 6n.800 6n,aw 677,800 677,800 677.800

Percent Change from Current 0% II?‘. 0% 09’0 0% 0% 0% .

% of Region /C/ass  Total 18.9e.C 18.9% la.'% $$jT lt,jj~~'NGl~~&yfl  18.9%
#
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Ecoloaical ReDortina  Unit

Manaaement Reaiort

Manaaement Class

Road Densitv

Area  in Hectares

Current ) Sl-10  1 52-10  ) SJ-10 ( SJ-10  ) SS-10  ) Sb-10 ( 57-10

BLMIFS

None 152.600

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /C/ass  Total

Very Low  I Low

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

Moderate

19.2?<

67,000

145,700 152.600 152,600 152,600 149,600 152.600 152,600

-59/o 0% O?i 0% -2% . 0% 0%
18.396 19.2% 1 9.2% 19.2% 18.8% 19.2% 19.2%

35,400 67,000 67,000 67.000 39.900 67,OOO 67,000

-47% 0% 0% 0% -40x 0% ox
4.4%. .a.496 8.4% 8.4% 5.0% 8.4% 8.4%

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /‘Class  Total

High / Extremely  High

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Southern  Cascades  EEiS  BLM/FS  Total

8.4%

54.000

6.8%

522.200

92.500 54,000 1954CO

714: 0% 262%

11.6% 6.8?i 24.6%

195.400

262%

24.6%

~4.100

56%

10.6%

132.000

144%

16.6%

273.400

406%

34.4?;

522.200 522.200 380.800

0% o?: -27%

65.6% 65.6% 47.9%65.6%

380.800 522.200 444.200 302.800

-279; 0% -159'0 -42%
47.9?i 65.6% 55.8% 38.09:

795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 .

Southern Cascades  UCRB and EELS FS/BLM
Total

Upper Clark  Fork

UCRB

795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800

BLhWS i

None 523,660 398.3CO 523.650 %3.6X Si3.6W 523.600 523.600 523.620

Percent Change from Current -2496 0% o?: 0% 0% 0% 0%
% of Region /Class Total 42.59; 32.3% 42.5% 42.5% 42.59'0 42.5% 42.5:L 42.5%

Very Low I Low 190.400 286,000 190.4w 190,400 190,400 190,400 190.400 190,400
.

Percent Change from Current 50% 0% O?‘o 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 15.596 23.2% 15.5% 15.52 15.546 15.5?/0 15.5?/. 15.5%

Moderate 266.600 296.300 266,600 310.1co 310,100 266,600 382,300 425.800

Percent Change from Current 1196 0% 16% 16% 0% 43% 60%

% of Region /Class Total 21.6% 24.1% 21.69; 25.2% 25.2% 21.6% 31.0% 34.6?/,

High I Extremely High 251,100 251,100 251,100 207,600 207,600 251,100 135,400 91,900

Percent Change from Current 0% O?C -17% -17% 0% -46% -63%

% of Region /Class Tofal 20.4% 20.4Ca 20.446 16.95 16.9% 20.4% 11.0% 7.5%

Upper  Clark  Fo;k  UCRB BLhWS  Total DEkfT  \r.lOfif(, NC DOCU%ENT
lJ31.700  1,231,700  1,231,700  1,231,7fOL  ';23.~~71Oa;-~,~O,~~~~31,700  1,231,700

fprSP4~2x
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Fcoloctical  Reoortino  Unit

Manaaement Reaion Area  in Hectares

fvlanaaement  Class
Road Density Current 1 51-10 1 52-10 1 53-10 j 54-10 1 SS-10 ) 56-10 / 57-10

Upper  Clark Fork  UCRE  and  EElS  FSlBLM
Total 1,231,700 1,231,700 1,231,700 J231.700 1,231,700 1.231,700 1,231.700 1,231,700

Upper Klamath

EEIS

BLMIFS

None 03.300

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total 12.7%

Very  Low I Low 47.500

Percent Change from Current

% of Region/Class Total 6.5%

Moderate 72.200

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /C/ass  Total 9.8%

High / Extremely  High 520.200 520.200 520,200 120.300 95.100 520.200 505.900 106,WO

Percent Change from Current 0% 09/o -77% -82s 09/o -3% -80%

% of Region /Class  Total 70.9’5 70.993 70.9% 16.4': 13.0'6 70.9% 69.046 14.59'0

Upper  Klamath  EEIS BLMlFS  Total
733.200

Upper  Klamath UCRB and EElS  FSlBLM  Total.
733,200

Upper  Snake

UCRB

BLMiFS

None 348.300
P&cent  Change from Current

% of kegion /C/ass Total 25.6?:

Very Low I Low 49a.oco
Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total 36.6?;

Moderate 423.300
Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total 31.191

90.100

-3%
12.39/o

26.000
-45%

'3.546

93,300 93.300 93.300
0% 03: 0%

12.7% 12.7% 12.746

93.300 93.300

0% 0%

12.7% 12.7%

47,500 47,500 47,500

0% 0% O?!l

6.5% 6.5% 6.5%

93,300

04/o

12.7%

47,500
O?C

6.5%

47,500 47,500
0% 0%

6.5% 6.5%

06.m 72.200 472.100 497,300 T2.200 86.500 486,400

34% 0% 554% 589% 0% 20% 574%

13.2% 9.8% 64.4% '67.8% 9.8% 11.8% 66.3%

733,200 733,200 733.200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200

733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 i&I,200

348.300 338,300 348,300 348,300 348,300 348.300 348,300

00/o 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

25.6% 25.6% 25.6% 25.64'0 25.6% 25.6% 25.644

498.000 498,000 498,WO 498,000 498.000 498,WO 498,000

09/o O?/. 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

36.636 36.646 36.6% 36.6% 36.6?: 36.6% 36.6%

423.300
0%

31.1%

423.300 423.300 423.300 423.300 423.300 423.3CO

0% 0% 0% 0%

31.1% 31.1~~~~l~~BR~~~.~~~O~~~~NT  3,.196 _
>bi$]$T TO (,g I\;IGE
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Ecoloaical ReDOdID Unit '

Manasement Reaioq Area  in Hectares

Manaaement  Class

Road  Densitv icurrent 1 Sl-10 1 ~2-10  ) 53-10 I s4-10 ) SS-10  I SC-10  ( 57-10  ]

High / Extremely High 89.800 89.800 89,800 89.800 89.800 89.800 89,800 89.800

Percent Change from Current 04’0 0% 0% O?i 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 6.6?b 6.6% 6.6% 6.64/o 6.6% 6.6% 6.6% 6.6%

Upper  Snake  UCRB BLMIFS  Total
1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400

Upper  Snake  UCAB  and EEiS  FSlBLM  Total
1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400

]

20.747.200 20,747,200 20.747,200 28.747,200 23,747,200 28.747,200 20,747,200 20,747,200

i
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Assumptions and Data about Scenic Integrity

Iutroductiorr

The scenic quality of federal lands in the Basin are important not only to residents, but to
nonresidents visiting the area. A number of lands within the Basin, for example national parks,
have been Congressionally designated because, in part, of their scenic attractiveness. Natural
resource management activity impacts scenic quality and integrity through changes resulting
from road construction, timber harvesting, utility corridors, ski areas and the like. The urban
areas in the Basin are attractive to many people because of the contrasting natural appearing
scenery that frames urban areas. This high quality scenic backdrop helps to attract new
businesses, and growth in the Basin can be, related to the high quality amenities in the region, of
which scenery is an integral part (Rasker 1995). Population growth of high amenity recreation
counties in the basin (Johnson and Beale  1995) has been the major driver of economic growth
and job opportunities (Haynes and Home 1996).

The tool utilized in this analysis to measure variation among alternatives of the quality of
scenery in the Basin is scenic integrity, which refers to visual “intactness” of a landscape, based
largely on the evidence of human disturbance. Where human alterations of naturally evolving
or naturally appearing landscapes are more evident, the lower the scenic integrity. In
developing an existing scenic integrity inventory for the ICBEMP,  classifications were made at
the scale of the 6th code Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) utilizing five categories: Very High
(settings where the landscape is v-isually  intact with only minute deviations), High (settings
where the landscape appears intact), Moderately High (settings where the landscape appears
slightly fragmented), Moderately Low (settings where the landscape appears fragmented) and
Low (settings where the landscape appears heavily fragmented).

Assuritpliorls

0. Successional changes will contribute to changes in scenic integrity. If these changes
proceed naturally, the change in scenic integrity will be generally positive. F

0 Areas that are burned in either wildfires and prescribed fires will return quickly enough
to a natural appearance that they will not detract from scenic integrity.

0 Timber harvesting and other human activities affect scenic integrity through changes in
naturally occurring form, line color and texture. Timber harvesting and other human
activities can be managed such that they repeat the naturally occurring form, line, color
and texture of a landscape when viewed at a moderate distance.

. New road construction associated with timber harvests is expected to detract from scenic
integrity.



Current cotu.iiliorLs

In general, scenic conditions within the Basin are very good, with several major portions of the
Basin representing perhaps the most visually intact areas within the contiguous United States.
About 44% of the federal land in the Eastside EIS area and 67% of the federal land in the Upper
Columbia EIS area are in High or Very High scenic integrity classes. About 14% of the federal
land in the Eastside EIS area and 7% of the federal land in the Upper Columbia EIS area are
classified as Moderately Low or Low scenic integrity.

Prelimitrnry d&s 011 effects of altemiti~*es

Data supplied by the ICBEPIP shows relatively modest changes in scenic integrity classes from
alternative to alternative, although occasionally there are more significant changes on a relative
basis. For example, in the Eastside  EIS area, the amount of land in the Moderately Low scenic
integrity class would decrease from 1.475 million hectares under the current condition to
686,000 acres under alternative 4. This represents a 54% decrease in the proportion of lands in
this class, although the proportion itself changes from 12.6% to 5.8%. The alternatives in the
Upper Columbia EIS area do not have similar apparent major changes from current conditions.
In general, alternative 7 leads to an increase in scenic integrity class, while alternative 5 leads to
‘a decrease. Effects on individual Ecological Reporting units vary from one alternative to
a n o t h e r .

i
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Scenic Integrity Classes for EEIS and UCRB FS/BLM lands by Management
Region, Management Class and Simulation Year IO

27-Feb-96

Disclaimer: The Ag/Developed Lands include crop/hay/pasture lands in both agriculture and closed herbland
structures. This results in more hectares in agriculture than were calculated in the Assessment. This is due to using
Physiognomic Types rather than structures for classification.

The Current Year data portrayed in this report is from version 1 of the alternatives (fall 1995). Due to changes in the
look up tables (classification of cover types to cover type codes) used for the latest CRBSUM vegetation predictions,
the current year baseline was changed when the model was initialized. However. this new modeled Current Year will
not be reported since this would change the baseline and many other analyses that have alread  been completed. The
timeline does not allow for redos of all previous work. The overall impact of using the old current baseline is that
differences between alternatives and current hectares may appear to be larger than they should be.

Manaaement Fleaion

Manaaement Class

Road Density

EEIS

Area in Hectares

[current  ( Sl-10  1 SZ-10 ) 53-10 ( S4-10  1 55-10  1 SC-10  I ST-10

BLMIFS

Ag.IDeveloped Lands . 100 100 loo 100 100 100 100 100

Percent Change from Current 09: 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% ox

?‘o of Region /Class Total 0.0% O.O?L 0.0% 0.0% o.osa 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Very High Scenic Integrity 2.877.6W 2.971.800 3.042.000 3.005.600 3.005.000 2.981.800 3.008.100 3.041,500

Percent Change from Current 3% 6% 4% 4% 4% 5% L 6%

% of Region  /C/ass  Total 24.5% 25.3% 25.8% 25.5?i 25.5’6 25.3?: 25.64/o
t

25.83G

High  Scenic  Integrity 2.246,6130 2.129.000  2.089.500  3,417.300  3.419.000  2.118.200  2.208.600  3,558,500

Percent Change from Current -5% -7% 52% 529/o -6% -2% 58%
% of Region /Class Total 19.1?'0 18.1% 17.8% 29.09/o 29.10/o 18.0% 18.8% 30.2%

Moderately  High  Scenic  Integrity 5.003.300  4,926,8W 4927,800 4.233.800  4,552,lOO  4.946.800  4,896.900 4,166.500
Percent Change from Current -2% -2% -15% -9% -1% -2% -17%

% of Region /Class  Total 42.5?‘0 41.9?'0 41.9% 36.046 38.79’0 42.0% 41.6% 35.4%

Moderately  Low Scenic  integrity 1.478.300  1.537,700  1.524.200  983,600 686,000  1.526,300  1.471,lW 891,500

Percent Change from Current 496 39'0 -33% -54% 39/o 0% -40%

% of Region /C/ass Total 12.69'. 13.1% 13.09/o 8.44'0 5.84’0 13.0% 12.5% ;.6%

Low Scenic Integrity 162.600 203.100 184,900 128.100 106.300 195.300 183,700 110.4w

Percent Change from Current 25% 149/o -21% -35% 20% 13% -32%

X of Region /Class Total 1.44'. 1.7% 1.6% 1.146 0.996 1.7% 1.6% 0.9%

BLM/FS EElSTotal 11,768,500 11,768,500 11,768,500 11,768.500 11,768,500 11,768,500 11,768,500 11,768,500



DtXFT WORKING  GOCU?XNT
.LI-J..L’T  TO Lhr,GE

flanaaement Reaioq Area in Hectares

Manaaement  Clasf

Road Densitv Current ) 51-10 1 S2-10  ( Q-10 1 S4-10  ( ss-10 ( 56-10 ) 57-10

UCRB

BLM/FS

Ag./DevdlopedLands 100 loo 100 100 100 100 100 100

Percent Change from Current 04’0 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 0.096 0.09; 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Very HighScenic  Integrity 6.049.100 6.094.100 6.179.200 6.028.500 6.026SOO 6.045.300 6,096,400 6.209.500

Percent Change from Current l?i 2% O?‘o 0% 0% 1% 3%

% of Region /C/ass Toolal 35.6% 35.9% 36.4?6 35.5% 35.5?!¶ 35.6% 35.9% 36.6%

High Scenic  Integrity 5343,800 5.199.900 5.178.800 5.347,900 5359,600 5236.700 5.572.000 5613.900

Percent Change from Current -3?C -3% X'0 0%. -2% 4% 5%

% of Region /Class ‘Total 31.5% 30.65 30.5% 31.5% 31.6?: 30.85 32.8% 33.1%

Moderately  High Scenic Integrity 4.439.iW 4.342.800 4.375.700 4.309.700 4.334200 4.384.JcO 4.173.8W 4,125.700
Percent Change from Current -2?$ -lo:0 -3% -2% -1% -6% -7%

5’. of Region /Class  Total 26.1% 25.6?'0 25.0% 25.4% 25.5% 25.0?'0 24.6% 24.3%

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity 974.000  1,144,500  1,060,500  1,099.500  1.069,200  1,116.900 963.600 869,000

Percent Change from Current 18% 9% 13% 10% 15% -1% -11%

% of Region /Class Tootal 5.7%  6.7% 6.2% 6.5?; 6.39/o 6.6% 5.7% 5.1%

Low Scenic Integrity 172.000 197,300 184.400 193.000 139,100 195.300 172.800 159,sw

Percent Change from Current 15% 7?5 12?$ 10% 144'0 0% -7%

% of Region /Class roota/ 1.0% 1.296 1.1% 1.19/o 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% ; 0.9%

BLMIFS UCRB Total 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700 161978,700 16,978,700 16,978,700

Grand  Total of FEIS and UCRB  BLMlFS  Lands  ;28,747,200  28,747,200  28.747,200  28;747,200  28,747,200  28,747,200  i&747,200  20,747,200

rptSP5..  1x 2
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Fcoloaical ReDortina  lJn&

Manaaement Reaion

Manaaement Class

Road  Den&!

:,?,F? INTFRR!A!  IlCF Of’41  v

Area ‘in Hectares

[Current  j Sl-10  1 S2-10 ( S-3-10 1 54-10 1 ss-10 ) 56-10 ) 57-10

UCRB

BLM/FS

Very High Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change  from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

High Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Moderately  High  Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /C/ass  Total

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of degion /C/ass  Total

Low Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

Blue Mountains UCRB BLM/FS  Total

Blue Mountains UCRB and  EE!S  FSlBLM Total

Central Idaho Mountains

EEIS

BLMIFS

Very High Scenic  integrity

Percent Change from Current

?g of Region /Class Total

Hig.h Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Moderately  High  Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

43.600 44.200 44,500 44,000 44,000 44,000 44,300 44,500

1% 2% 1% 1% 19’. 2% 2%

40.996 41.2% 40.7% 40.79’0 40.7% 4i.O% 41.2%40.3%

17.100

15.8%

27.900

25.8!c

17.500

16.500 16.800 16,400 16.400 16,400 16,400 16,700

-4% -2% -4% -4% -4% -4% -2%

15.39’0 15.5% 15.2% 15.29/o 15.2% 15.2% 15.40:

23.700. 27,800 ’ 28.000 28.000 28.000 27,700 27,900

3% O?!Y 0% 0% 0% -1% O?i

25.55 25.7% 25.9% 25.996 25.996 25.6% 25.8?6

16.700 16,900 17.5CO 17,500 17,500 17,500 17,100

-5% -3% 0% 0% 0% 0% -2%

15.4% 15.6% 16.2% 16.2% 16.20/o 16.2% 15.80.616.29:

2.000

1.9%

2.WO

0%

1.9%

2.100 2.200 2.200 2.200 2.200 1,900

5% 10% 10% 10% 10% -5%

1.9% 2.0% 2.09/o 2.0% 2.096 1.8%

108,100 108;lOO 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100 108,100

;!,637,900  2,637,9W 2,637,900 2,637.900 2,637,900 2.637,900  2.637,900 2.$37,900

. .

4,900

54.4%

5.700 5.600 5.100 5,100 5,100 5.100 5,100

16% 14% 4% 4% 4% 4% 4%

63.392 62.296 56.7% 56.7% 56.7% 56.7% 56.7%

3,500

38.99:

2.700 2.800 3,300 3,300 3.300

-230: -209; -6% -6% -6%

30.096 31.1% 36.7% 36.7% 36.7%

600

6.7?6

600 600 600 600 600

O?i 0% 0% 0% 0%

6.7% 6.7?/. 6.7% 6.746 6.k

3,900

1 1%

43.3?$

0

-100%

0.0%

3.900
11% .

43.3%

0

-100%

0.0%

rprSP5~2x 2
-7l, \, .‘,



&oloaical  ReDonina  Unit

Manaaement  Reaioq

Manaaement  Class
Road Oensitv

Di-$FT  WtlRX'NG  DOCU?~ENT
aJ~if TO CH<NGE

:,-II? i1\!TFWJ! II:; fiRI V

Area  in Hectares

Current 1 Sl-10 1 S2-10 1 53-10 / SJ-10 ( SS-10 1 S6JO 57-10

Moderately  Low Scenic Integrity 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Percent Change from Current 09/o 0% 0% 0 % 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 0.0% 0.04/o 0.0s: 0.04’0 O.O?/. O.O?b 0.0% 0.0%

Central  Idaho  Mountains EElS  BLM/FS  Total
%ooo 9,000 9,000 9,000 9,ooo 9,000 9,000 9,000

UCRB

BLM/FS

Very High Scenic Integrity 2.908.560 3.040.300 3.049,too 2.950.800 2.950.000 2.086.400 2.994.200 3.061.200
Percenr  Change from Current 5% S?‘o 1% 1 % 396 3% 59/o

?G  of Region /Class Tofal 45.0% 17.093 47.29; 4 j.73 45.635 :6.2% 46.3?/, 47.4%

High Scenic Integrity 2.250.500 2.101.100 2.113.500 2.209.200 2.209.800 2.149.000 2.324.700 2,326.500
Percent Change from Current -7% -6?'o -2?C .2$ -5% 3?!l 3%

% of Region /Class  Total 34.846 32.5% 32.7?'1 34.2% 34.2% 33.39: 36.0% 36.09C

Moderately.High Scenic  Integrity 983.900 96a.000 369,600 962.300 962.000 979.400 860,800 ala,aoo
Percent Change from Current -2% -1% -29'. -2% 0% -13% -170:

% of Region Khss Total 15.245 lj.O?C 15.096 lJ.Q?: 14.9% 15.24: 13.3x 12.74/o

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity 275.000 304.500 285.700 292.000 292,400 238.800 241.900 219.200
Percent Change from Current 11% 496 6% 6% 9% -12% -203c

% of Region /Class  Total 4.3% 4.7% 6.44'0 4.5% 4.5% 4.6% 3.70:. 3.4%

Low Scenic Integrity 44.400 4a.400 44.400 58.000 48,100 48.700 40.700 4
f
36,600

Percent Change from Current 9?C 0% as a% 10% -a% -18%
% of Region /Class Total 0.7?i 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7x 0.8% 0.6% 0.6%

Central Idaho  Mountains  UCRE BLMlFS  Total
6,462.300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462.300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462,300 6,462,300

Central Idaho Mountains UCRB and EElS
FS/BLM Total 6,471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6.b;l,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300 6,471,300

Columbia Plateau

EEIS

ELMIFS

Very HigK Scenic Integrity 171,300 168.900 172,300 171,300 171,500 171.600 172,300 172.300

Percent Change from Current -1% 196 09'0 0% 0%. 1% 1%

% of Region /Class Total 16.4% 16.2% 16.5% 16.496 16.49/o 16.4% 16.54'0 16.5%

rprSP5~2x
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Ecoloaical ReDonina  Unit

Management  Reaioq

Manaaement Clasp

Road  Densit\l

Lower Clark  Fork

rt’?C!  IR!TCRNAl  I ICt.  I’:?:. i,’
d.. .

Area  in Hectares

Current ( Sl-10 ( S2-10  1 S3-10 ( S4-10  ( 55-10 56-10 1 57-10

UCRB

BLMIFS

Very High Scenic integrity 227.500 222.800 241,800 236.600 236.600 222.200 240,600 243,300
Percent Change from Current -2% 6% 4?6 4% -2% 6% 7%

% of Region /Class Total 13.1?/. 12.89: 13.99: 13.6% 13.6% 12.896 13.8% 14.0%

High  Scenic  Integrity 404.300  380.600 382.500  .377.9W 382.400  383.200  378.400 390.600
Percent Change from Currenr -6% -5?'o -7% -5% -5% -6?'. -3%

X of Region Kkss i-oral 23.2% 21.9% 22.0?> 21.7% 22.0% 22.0% 21.7% 22.4%

Moderately High Scenic Integrity 870.400 835.000 855.600 829.300 846.500 837,600 846.900 863,460
Percent  Change from Current -5% -3% -6% -4% -5% -4% -29'0

% of Region /Class Tootal 50.491 47.9% 49.1% 47.6?b 48.6% 4a.l:; 48.6% 49.6%

Moderately Low Scenic Integrity 213.200 280.900 240,800 272.960 253.600 273.500 253.300 225.400
Percent Change from Current 32% 13% 28% 19% 28% 19% 6%

% of Region /Class TOM 12.29: 16.1% 13.8% 15.7% 14.64'. 15.7% 14.5% 12.9%

Low Scenic Integrity 18,200 22.300 20.900 24.900 22.500 25.100 22.400 18.900
Percent  Change from Current 239: 15?C 37% 24?G 389'0  23% 4%

% of Region /C/ass Tootal 1.0% 1.3% 1 .2f,b 1.4?: 1.3% 1.4% 1.3% 1.1%

Lower  Clark  Fork UCRB  BLMlFS  Total
1,741,600 1,741,6W 1,741,600 1,741:600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1{41,600

Lower Clark  Fork UCRE and  EEIS FS/ELM
Total’ 1,741,600 1,741,6W 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,600 1,741,6W 1,741,600

Northern Cascades

EElS

BLM/FS

Very High Scenic Integrity 367,300 516.600 513.800 504.300 504.300 502.100 505,300 517.200

Percent Change from Current 41% 40% 37x 37% 37% 38% 41%

% of Region /Class Total 26.4% 37.1% 36.99'. 36.2% 36.29: 36.1% 36.396 37.2%

High Scenic integrity 582,100 442,800 451,500 458,200 458.400 456,800 475,900 467,400

Percent Change from Currenr -24% -22%. -219-i -2146 -22% -18% -20% .

X of Region /Class Toctal 41.84'0 31.8% 32.5% 32.99: 32.996 32.84'. 34.2% 33.6%

rprsP5~2x
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Ecoloaical Renortina Un&

Manaaement Redion Area  in Hectares

Manaaement Class

Road  Density Current 1 Sl-10 ) SZ-10  1 S3JO  1 54-10  1 SSJO 1 S6-10 1 57-10

Moderately  High Scenic  Integrity 301.400 305.600 397,900 301,000 301,100 304,900 299.400 299,400

Percent Change from Current 19’0 2% 0% 0% 1 # -1% -1%

% of Region /Class Total 21.7% 22.0% 22.1% 21.6% 21.6% 21.9% 21.5% 21.5%

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity 127.600 113.5w 108,WO 115.900 115.6W 115,sw lW,700 99,200

Percent Change from Current -1196 -15% -9% -9% -9% -21% -22%

% of Region /Class  Total 9.2% 8.2s 7.8010 8.3% 8.3s 8.39C 7.2% 7.1%

Low Scenic  Integrity i2.aw 12.700 10,wo il.800 i i ,800 11.900 9,900 8.OOO
Percent Change from Current -1% -22% -8% -8% -7% -23% -38%

% of Region /Class  Total 0.9?\ 0.9% 0.7% 0.8% 0.89’0 0.9% 0.7% 0.6%

Notihern Cascades  EEIS ELMIFS  Total
1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200  1,391,200

Northern Cascades  UCRB and EEIS  FS?kLM
Total 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391.200 1,391,200 1,391,200 1,391,200

Northern Glaciated  Mountains

EEIS

BLMIFS

Very High Scenic  Integrity 71,600 69.000 71,000 72.000 71.300 69.000 71.400 71.800

Percent Change from Current -2% -1% 1 sa 0% -.$?C 09’0 0%

% of Region /C/ass  Total 12.1:; 11.6?b 12.0% 12.1% 12.0% 11.6% 12.03’. 12.1%

High Scenic  Integrity 85.700 82.100 85,700 83.700 84.800 84,600 86.300 i88.100

Percent Change from Current -4?l, 096 -2% -1% -146 1% 3%

% of Region /Class  Total 14.4% 13.8% 14.4% 14.1?‘0 14.3% 14.2% 14.52 14.8%

Moderately High Scenic integrity 299.400 285.000 289,700 292.900 294.300 291.300 293,100 304.400

Percent Change from Current -5% -3% -2% -2% -3% -2% 2%

% of Region /Class  7optal iO.4?6 48.0?< 48.8s ” 49.396 49.6% 49.096 49.4% 51.3%

Moderately Low Scenic Integrity 126,100 144,200 135.300 133.000 131,ow 136.500 ‘130.9W 120200

Percent Change from Current 14% 7% 5% 4% a46 4% -5%

% of Region /Class  Total 21.2% 24.39/o  22.80/o 22.4?6 22.1% 23.0% 22.0% 202%

Low Scenic Integrity 11,100 13.690 12,200 12.300 12.500 12,500 12,200 9,400

Percent Change from Current 23% 10% 11% 13% 13% 10% -15%

% of Region /Class Total 1.99: 2.3% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1% 2.196 2.1% 1.6%

Northern Glaciated  Mountains EElS ELMIFSTotal %goo 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900 593,900

UCRB

rpfsP5~z.t 6
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Ecoloaical ReDortina  Unit

Manaaement Reaiov

Manaaement Class

Road  DensiW

Area  in Hectares

Current ( Sl-10 / 52-10  1 9-10  1 SJ-10  1 SS-10  1 S6-10 ( s7_10

BLMIFS

Very High  Scenic  Integrity 728.800 697.900 ;127.100 707,OCO 707,000 701,100 721.100 727,900
Percent Change from Current -4% 0% -3?‘o -3% -4% -1% 0%

% of Region /Class Tooral 34.7?‘0 33.2% 34.6% 33.6?6 33.6% 33.4?/. 34.3% 34.6%

High Scenic Integrity 357.600 357,300 340,000 361.200 368,000 348.200 379.000 385,500
Percent Change from Currenl OI -5% 1 !!I 3% -3?‘o 6% a%

% of Region /Class Total 17.09c 17.0% 16.2% 17.2?: 17.5%’ 16.6% 18.0% 18.39’0

Moderately High Scenic Integrity 740.100 696.600 711,200 706.3CO 713.700 722.800 697,200 720.290
Percent Change from Curreru -65 .j?$  .jy, -4% -296 -6% -3%

% of Region /Ckss  Tootal 35.2% 33.19; 33.8% 33.5:; 34.09: 34.4s 33.2% 34.396

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity 248.900 310,ooO  289,700 293.X0 281.400  294.900 273.400  242.400

Percent Change from Currenl 259: 16% 13% 134’0 18% 10% -3%
% of Region /CIzss Total i I .a:: 14.7% 13.8% 14.0% 13.i% 14.09: 13.0% 11.5%

Low Scenic  Integrity 26.300 39,900 33.700 33.300 31.600 34.700 31,oQo 25,700
Percent Change from Current 52% 28% 27?: 20% 32% 18% -2%

% of Region /Class Tootal 1.3% 1.9% 1.6% 1.6% 1.59/o 1.7x 1.5%  1.2%

Northern Glaciated Mountalns UCRB BLM/FS
Total 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700 2,101,700

Northern  Glaciated Mountains UCRB and  EEIS
FS/BLM Total 2.695.600 2,695,6W 2,695,600 2.695500 2,695,600 2,695,600 2,695,6W 2,695,600

Northern Great  Basin i.

EEIS

BLM/FS

Very High Scenic Integrity 861,600 854,000 860,200 .asa.a130 858.700 .358.700 858,600 a60.600
Percent Change from Current -1% 0% 046 .0X 0% 0% 0%

% of Recjion /Class Total 28.146 27.9?/. 28.1% 28.0% 28.03 28.0s 28.0% 28.1%

High Scenic Integrity 652.4CO 655.100 652.100 749,000 749.100 652.700 652.900 761,600

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% lj?l, 15% 0% 0% 17%

% of Region /Class Total 21.3% 21.4% 21.3% 24.4% 24.4?& 21.39; 21.396 24.94/o

Moderately  High Scenic  Integrity 1.391.200  1.376.600  1,378.600  1,345.2CO  1.345.200  1.376.400  1,375,6W 1,X34,400
Percent Change from Current -1% -1% -3% -3% -1% -1% -4%

% of Region /Class  Toolal 45.4x 44.99c 45.09: 43.916 43.99c 44.9% 44.9% 43.546

/ !I?
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Manaaement fleaion Area  in Hectares

Manaaement Class

Poad Density Current  ( SlJO  i SZ-10  ) 5320 ) S4-10  ) SS-10  / 56-10  ( S7JO

Moderately Low Scenic integrity 121,100 134.700 i 28.500 79.800 79,800 134.100 134.500 76.000

Percent Change from Current 11% 6% -34?6 -34% 11% 11% -37%

% of Region /Class Total 4.0% 4.4% 4.2% 2.6% 2.60: 4.4% 4.4% 2.5?'0

Low Scenic  Integrity 38.300 44.200 45,200 31,800 31,800 42.700 43.000 32,OOfl .

Percent Change from Current 15% 18% -179’0 -17% 11% 12% -16%

% of Region /Class  Total 1.2% 1.4% 1.5% 1.09/o 1.0% 1.4% 1.4% 1 .O%

Northern Great  Basin  EElS BLMlFS Total
3,064,6W 3,054,600 3,054.600 3,064,600 3,054,500 3,054,5W 3,064,600 3,054,600

Northern Great  Basin  UCRB and  EEIS FS/BLM
Total 3.064.600 3.064.600 3.064.600 3.064600 3.064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600 3,064,600

Owyhee tiplands

EEIS

BLMIFS

Very High Scenic Integrity 549.300 549.300 519,100 519.300 549,300 549,300 549.300 549,300

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region  /Class Total 34.23; 31.24: 34.2% 34.2% 34.2% 34.2% 34.2% 34.2% .

High Scenic  Integrity la9.800 199.600 190.100 193.100 193.100 189.800 189,700 193,100

Percent Change from Current 096 0% 2% 2% 0% 0% 296

% of Region /C/ass  Total li.a:6 i i .a?: ii.a:6 12.0% 12.0% i I .a96 11.8% 12.0%

Moderately  High Scenic Integrity 848.300 648.700 848.700 a45.2Qo 845.200 848.500 848.500 k45.200

P~rcecr Char;go  frcm Curerr no:w .- 09: @?a 99: 01: . 00’ .- 0%

% of Region /Class Total 52.8’:; 52.9% 52.996  ’52.6S 52.691, 52.9% 52.9% 52.6%

12.700 12.400 12.700 12.700Moderately  Low Scenic Integrity 12,900 12,700 12.800 12.700

Percent Change from Current -2% -4% -2% -2% -2% -1% -2%

% of Region /Class Total 0.8% 0.8% 0.80: ‘. 0.8% 0.8%  0.84; 0.8% 0.8%

Low Scenic Integrity 5.100 5,100 5.100 5,100 5,100 5,100 5.100 5.100

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.34% 0.39/o 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%

Owyhee Uplands  EElS  ELM/FS  Total
1,605,400 1,605,400  1;605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400  1,605,400

UCRB

BLM/FS

rprSP5-2x a



Ecoloaical ReDortina  Unit

Di?hfl WORK  NG G&&;E#J-
~UFJLL‘T TO (,/-j Al’;‘t;~

/q-p ($,ITCnnrn  I f 1.4 ‘. . . .
’ L“r”‘L U3L L’I’ILT

Manaaement Reaiort Area  in Hectares

aement  Class
Road Densitv Current ) Sl-10 1 52-10 1 53-10 ( s4-10 1 SS-10 ( 56-10 1 57-10

Very High Scenic Integrity 929.300 928.900 929.300 928.900 928.900 929.100 929.200 929.300

Percent Change from Current 09: 0% 0% 0% O?‘o 0% 0%

% of Region /Class Total 25.9% 25.956 25.9% 25.995 25.9% 25.9% 25.9% 25.9%

High Scenic Integrity 1.459.700 1,458.900 1,459.700 1,460.OOO 1.46O.OW 1.458,700 1,459,5W 1,458,9W

0% 0% 0% 0%

40.79’0 ?0.6?C 40.7% 40.6%
Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Toofal

Moderately  High Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region K/ass  roofal

Low Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class  Total

40.74;

1,073.400

29.9%

78.400

2.24:

48.900

1.4%

0% 0% 0%

40 . 6”: ,a 40.7% 40.79c

1,074.200 1.073.300 1.072.9W

0% 0% 0%

29.9% 29.9%  29.9%

ia.aco 78.500 79.000
l?i O?C 1?6

2.2% 2.296 2.2%

d3.900 48.900 48.9W

0% . 0% 0%

1.48 1.4% 1.4%

1.P73.ooo  1.0~4.000  1,073,100,  1.074,000
09’0 00: 09% 0%’

29.9% 29.9?b 29.9% 29.9%

78.900

1 o:o

2.29’0

79.000 79.000

1 x 1 ?‘o

2.29: 2.2%

78,600

0%

2.2%

48.900 da.900 48,900 48.900
0% 0% 0% 0%

1.49’.  1.4% 1.4% 1.4%

Owyhee  Uplands  UCRB  BLM/FS  Total
1 ’+589.700 3.539,700 3,589,700 3,589,700 3,589,700 3,589,700 3,589,700 3,589,700

Owyhee  Uplands  UCRE  and EEIS FSIBLM  Total
5,195.100 5.195.100 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,100 5,195,lOO 5,195.100

Snake  Headwaters

UCRB
i

BLMIFS

Ag. / Developed Lands 100 loo loo loo loo loo 100 100

Percent Change from Current 0% 0% 0% 0% 0?6 09’0 0%

% of Region /Class Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% . . 0.096 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Very High  Scenic  Integrity 153.700 144.400 145,200 146,100 144,800

Percent Change from Current -6?‘o -6?i -5?‘. -69/o
% of Region /Class Total 51.2% 48.193 48.4% 48.7% 48.3%

High Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Tootal

Moderately  High  Scenic  Integrity 50.200 52.000 50,000 49.800 50,500 51.600 51.9cHl 50.5co

Percent Change from Current 4% 0% -1% 1 % 3% 3% 1%

% of Region /Class Total 16.7% 17.396 16.7% 16.6% 16.8% 17.2% 17.3% 16.8%

85.700

28.693

90.900 91,900 91,100 91,000 89,900 88,300 89,600

6% 7?i 6% 6?C 5% 3% 5%

30.3% 30.6?‘0 30.4% 30.3% 30.0?/. 29.4% 29.9?/.

145.5w 145,800 147,000

-5% -5% -4%
48.5% 48.6% 49.0%
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Management Reoion Area  in Hectares
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Management Ctasq
Road Density Current 1 Sl-10 1 S2-10 1 53-10 1 S4-10 1 SS-10 1 56-10 1 s7-10

Moderately  Low Scenic  Integrity 9.400 11.400 11,700 11,500 12,300 11,700 12,900 11.800

Percent  Change  from Current 21% 24% 22% 31% 24% 37% 26%

% of Region /Class Total 3.1% 3.0% 3.9x 3.8% 4.19’0 3.9%. 4.39/o 3.9?‘0

Low Sdenic  Integrity l,ooO I.300 1,200 1,500 1,400 1,300 1,100 1,100

Percent Change from Current 30% 20% SO?h  40% 30% 10% 10%

% of Region /Class Total 0.3% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.496 0.4%  0.4%

Snake  Headwaters  UCRB  ELMffS  Total
300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 ,300,100 300,100 300,100

Snake  Headwaters UCRB  and EEIS  FS/BLM
Total 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300,100 300.100

Southern Cascades

EEIS

BLM/FS

Ag. / Developed Lands too 100 100 106 100 100 100 1w

Percent Change from Current OX 0% 0% 0% OS’, 0% 0%

% of Region /Class  Total 0.0% 0.0% 0.096 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.04’0

Very High Scenic  Integrity 149,000 131.600

Percent Change from Current -129;

% of Region /Class Toolal 18.7% 16.5%

High Scenic  Integrity 102.200 111,100

Percenr Change from Currenf 9%

X of Region  /Class  Total 12.8% 14.04b

Moderately  High  Scenic  Integrity 319,300 310,800

Percent  Change from Current -3%

% of Region /Class  Total 40.1% 39.19:

155.000 151.400

4% 2%

19.5% 19.09:

09,wo 206.900

-396 102%

12.4% 26.0:;

299.400 269.300 268.400  ,318.600 2ao.000  237.800

-6% -16?/, -16% O?i -12% -26%

37.6% " 33.8% . 33.7% 40.0% 35.2% 29.9%

151.400 132.200 151,200 155,400
295 -11% 1% 41

19.0% 16.6% 19.0?$ 19.55

207.200 110,000 161,600 j270.200

103% 8 % 58% 1643;

26.0% 13.8% 20.3% 34.0%

Modekely  Low Scenic  Integrity '202,900 206,700 211,800 150.100 150,700  204,100 177.700 120.900

Percenl  Change lrom Current 2 % 4% -26% -26% 1% -12% -40%

% of Region /C/ass  Toofal 25.5F6 26.04'0 26.6% 18.99/o i 8.9% 25.6% 22.3% 15.2%

Low Scenic  Integrity 22.300 35,500 3osw 18.000 la.000 30,800 25,200 11,400

Percent Change from Current 59% 37% -19% -19% 389'0 13% -49%

% of Region /Class  Tootal 2.8% 4.5% 3.846 2.3% 2.3% 3.9% 3.2% 1.4%

Southern Cascades EEIS  BLM/FS  Total
795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800 795,800

rprSPS_Zx 70
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Manaaement  Class

Road Densitv Current ( 51-10 ( SZ-IO 1 SJ-10 ) sJ_10 ‘1 Ss-10 ) 56-10 57-l 0

407.200 283.900

-6%
-..55.x2 52.4%

385.100 148.100 173,300 383.100 378,900 126,400

-5% -64% -57?i -6?G -7% -69%

52.5% 20.2% 23.6?'0 52.3% 51.7% 17.2%

Moderately  High Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Currenf

% of Region /Class Tootal

Moderately  Low Sienic Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% qf Region /Class  Total

128.800 155.000 150.200 45.300 20.900 151.500 145.800 35.400

20% 17% -65% -84% 18?/. 13% -72%

17.6?', 21.1% 20.5?'0 6.2% 2.9% 20.7% 19.9% 4.9%

Low Scenic  Integrity 5.100 10.500 8,ooO 4.100 3,300 10.100 8,600 2.600

Percent Change from Currenr 1069C 57% -20% -359/o . 98% 69% -499'0

74 of Region /Class Total 0.7% 1.4% 1.19/o 0.6% 0.59/o 1.44'. 1.2% 0.4%

Upper  Klamath  EELS  BLMlFS Total
733,200 7337200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200

Upper  Klamath  UCRB and  EELS FSlBLhl  Total
733.200 X3.200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200 733,200

Upper  Snake

UCRB

BLM/FS

Very  High  Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

X of Region /C/ass  Total

450,400

33.1";

;47,300

-1%

32.9?2

449,300

O?r,

33.1%

449.100

0%

33.02:

449,200

0%

33.096

449.300 449.400
.,0% 0%

33.196 33.1%

High  Scenic  Integrity

Psrcsnl  Change from Current

% of Region /Class Total

412.000

Moderately  High Scenic  integrity

Percent Change from Currenl

% of Region /C/ass  Tootal

30.39:

417.000

448.500

096

33.046

&2.900

09:

30.4%

J13.100 412.400 j13.100 413.000 112.800 412.600

1% o?: 0-a 0% 0?6 0":

30.5% 30.3% 30.4% 30.44/o 30.4?6 30.4%

30.7%

417.300 416.700 416,900 416.300 417,100 416,600 416.800

0% 0% 0% 0% 09'0 0% 0%

30.7% 30.7% 30.7% 30.64: 30.7% 30.6?/. 30.7%

Moderately  Low'Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Current

% of Region /Class Toolal

56.200

4.146

56,400 57.100 56,500 56.900 56.400 56,800

19/o 2% 19'0 1 x 09’. 1%

4.2% 4.2% 4.256 4.246 4.19; 4.2%

57.200

2%

4.2%
. .

Low Scenic  Integrity

Percent Change from Currenr

% of Region /Class Tootal

23.800 23.800 23.900 23,800 24.000 23.800 24,000

0% 0% 0% 1% 0% 1%

1.89'0 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 1.8%

24JOO

1.845

1%

1.8%

Upper  Snake  UCRB BLM/FS Total
t:,,J59,400  1.359,400  1,359,400  1,359,sod  1,359,400  1.359,400  1,359,400  1,359,400
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Manaqement  ReaiOq

Manaaement Class

Road Density

’ VI\ IlrrLI3IYHL  lJ3t (J/q’,

Area  in Hectares

Current  ) 51-10  1 S2-10  1 s3-lo ( s4-1o ( “-lo ) 56-10 s7-10

Upper Snake  UCRB and EELS FS/BLM  Total
1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400 1,359,400

Grand  Total  of UCRB a’nd EFlS 81 M/ FS Lands;
28,747,200 28,747,200 20,747,200 28,747,200 28,747,200 28,747,200 28,747,200 28,747,200

.
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APPENDIX C

1) The Panel Process  to Estimate the Social Consequences  of Alternatives  in
the Eastside and Upper Columbia River Basin Environmental  Impact
Statements
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Panel Process to Estimate the Social Consequences of Alternatives in the Eastside and
Upper Columbia River Basin Environmental Impact Statements

Jim Burchfield
Belle Center for People and Forests
School of Forestry
University of Montana ’
Missoula, MT 598 12

February 29, 1996

Telephone: (406) 243-6650; Fax: (406) 243-6656

Introduction

The Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) have undertaken a
comprehensive planning process for the management of their lands in the Interior Columbia
River Basin (ICRB) through the development of two major Emironmental  Impact Statements
(EIS): the Eastside EIS, covering eastern Oregon and Washington; and the Upper Columbia
River Basin (UCRB) EIS, covering most of Idaho and the portion of Montana west of the
Continental Divide. Changes in management practices on these lands can have far-reaching
effects on people and their communities in the region, and these effects are complex and difficult
to predict. The Forest Service and the BLM wish to engage a diverse set of natural resources
stakeholders and members of the public in a structured process to supply information to agency
representatives on potential social impacts. The preferred process for obtaining this information
is a set of three panels that combines independent estimation of consequences with. interactive
dialogue among panelists to obtain the most complete descriptions of the likely effects of
implementing EIS alternatives. The agencies have contracted with the University of Montana to
conduct the panels and provide a preliminary evaluation of the effects of the alternatives on
people.

Objective c1

The objective of the panel process is to provide information to support an analysis of the social
impacts of implementing the actions proposed in the alternatives in the Eastside EIS and the
UCRB EIS.

Formation of the Panels

Three panels will be convened to collect information from people that are knowledgeable about
natural resource issues and conditions in the ICRB. One. panel will deal specifically with issues
of interest to American Indian tribes and the potential effects on tribal communities of
management actions i/l hot/r  EIS nl-e0.s. The second panel will focus on the Eastside EIS and the
third panel on the UCRB EIS. Participants in the second and third panels will include
representatives of private businesses that depend on natural resources, recognized experts in
social research (attempting to draw from different points of view), local elected officials, state



government personnel, and members of env+ironmental  organizations.

Each panel will last two days, although the American Indian tribal panel will stretch over a
three-day period. There will be between 12 - 18 people participating in each panel, including a
faciiitator provided by the UnLversity  of Montana. Observers will be allowed in the panel
session as space permits, but the panels are not intended as public sessions. Recorders will be
present with flip-charts and word processing tools to capture and summarize the substance of
interactions.

Invited panelists will have their travel and per diem expenses paid by the sponsoring agencies.
Individuals that accompany the I2- 18 invited panelists will not be reimbursed for expenses.
Participation in the panels is voluntary. Responses made by individual panelists during the
information collection process will remain confidential, although the names of panelists will be
provided in EIS documentation.

Struckre  of the Information Collection Process

The panels will combine individual evaluations with interactive sessions designed to generate
discussion around key topic areas. Panelists will participate in two individual rating periods, the

’ first occurring prior to the convening of paneIs,  and the second concluding the discussion periods
for each of the three panels. The instruments utilized for individual ratings will be short
questionnaires that will be supplied to panelists. Information provided in interactive sessions
will be verbal, and will be recorded by agency staff. The interactive portions of the panels are
not intended to seek consensus among participants, but to provide a forum through which
clarifications can be made, information exchanged among panelists, and new information gained

‘on specific issues. Agency representatives will assemble information from both the individual
questionnaires and the interactive discussions.

Prior to the panels, we will supply participants with information on impacts and outputs
associated with the alternatives. This information will not be as complete as we would like,
because agency staff areas (terrestrial, economics, landscape ecology) are concurrenrly

i

evaluating the effects of the alternatives. However, we want to make sure that the panelists have
whatever information is available from the agency project staff.

American h&art  panel

The American Indian panel will request attendance from each of the major tribes across the
ICRB basin. It will be held from March 11-13, 1996, in Walla  Walla,  Washington. The
special tribal liaison to the Interior Columbia Basin Ecosystem Management Project (ICBEMP)
will extend invitations. Information summarizing both EIS documents will be supplied to
panelists prior to the start date.

Tribal panels will address two objectives: (1) Identify  general tribal concerns about the
implementation of EIS decisions; and (2) Evaluate the effects to tribes.of  actions proposed in

2
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both the Eastside EIS and the UCm EIS.’ Tasks relating to these two objectives will be divided
across the three-day time period of the tribal panel, with the first objective receiving  attention at
both the beginning and the end of the session.

The tribal panel will commence at 1 p.m. on hlonday, March 1 I, and during the remainder of the
afternoon it will focus on the first objective. Tribal representatives will have opportunity to hear
a general summary of the EIS process, and adequate time will be provided to respond to tribal
concerns. On the second day, h4arch  12, tribal representatives will be engaged by project staff in
a more structured exercise to evaluate the effects of actions in the EIS’s, and panelists will supply
information to agency ‘staff in the following areas:

(1) Likely effects to tribes of projected changes in naturally reproducing
nati\te  species of plants, animals, and fish on public lands.

(2) Likely effects to tribes of projected changes on access to traditional use
sites and other culturally important locations.

(3) Likely effects on communities located on tribal reservations.

On the final day of the tribal panel, h,larch  13, the morning will be devoted to any additional
areas of concern relating to tribal interests, and the steps needed to coordinate actions with tribes
during the implementation of the EIS’s. The panel will close at noon.

Eastside E/S m.i UCREI EIS panels

The Eastside EIS and UCRB EIS panels will be somewhat different from the tribal panel,
focusing more specifically on issue areas that have been identified in public scoping as important
considerations in assessing the social consequences of EIS alternatives.

Although the Eastside  and UCRB  panels will be quite similar in structure and content, they will :
be held in separate locations to facilitate the travel of representatives from each planning area.
The Eastside  EIS panel will be held in Walla Walla, Washington, on March 14-15, 1996,
and the UCRB EIS panel will be held in Rlissoula, Montana, on March 18-19, 1996. Prior to
the panel sessions, panelists will receive summary information about the appropriate EIS,
including preliminary descriptions of the affected environment, a:summaty  of the alternatives,
and questionnaires for individual responses.

Each panel will have an opening session in which the individual EIS documents will be
summarized, verbally, and the contents of previously mailed material briefly reviewed. After
clarifying questions .and other necessary explanations of the EIS alternatives, participants will
address the impacts of each alternative on each of the following issue areas (panelists will have
the opportunity to suggest additional issue areas):
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(1)

(2)

(3)

Effects of alternatives on recreation opportunities and scenic conditions.
Recreation opportunities will be measured partially by the distribution of
unroaded and roaded  areas across the Basin, using a modified Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum (ROS), which utilizes three categories: (a)
Primitive/semi-primitive; (b) Roaded natural; and (c) Rural/urban. The
number of acres in each ROS class will be revealed on a scale of
Ecological Reporting Units (ERU), which define major subdivisions of the
Basin. Several other pieces of information, such as changes in potential
fish and wildlife habitat, may also be considered in estimating effects on
recreation opportunities. The effects of alternatives on scenic conditions
will be measured by a Scenic Integrity classification, which is a five-level
scale that describes the degree of visible disturbance on a landscape.
Scenic integrity distributions will also be summarized at the ERU level.

Effects of alternatives on small rural communities. This will estimate the
effects on the small towns (less than 10,000 population) in the Basin,
based partially on an estimated capacity for communities to adapt to
change (community resiliency). Alternatives are expected to generate
different levels of resource commodities and conditions, as measured by
timber, range, and recreation employment, community attractiveness
(measured through scenic integrity, recreation opportunities, and estimates
of forest and range health), and civic contributions of agency actions
(measured by estimates of revenue sharing from commodity production
and standards within alternatives that foster public engagement in the ’
planning and implementation of activities).

Effects of alternatives on the quality of life and lifestyles of people in the
Basin. This is an estimation of the combined effects of restoration,
conservation, or production activities within alternatives, and how each
would affect qualities such as clean air, clean water, attractive scenery,
recreation opportunities,.and employment options that support desired
lifestyles. Included in these lifestyle considerations will be an estimation
of effects on occupationally-based lifestyles that are linked to the
management of federal lands.

\\S
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AGENDA

Panel Process to Estimate the Social Impacts of Alternatives in the Eastside and Upper
Columbia River Basin Environmental Impact Statements

Objective

The objective of the panel process is to estimate the social impacts of implementing alternatives
in the Eastside  EIS and the UCRB EIS. Panelists provide facilitators from The University of
Montana their perspectives and knowledge about potential social impacts resulting Tom the
proposed alternatives. The primary social impacts to be examined include those associated with
small communirie~,  recreation and scenery, and quality of life in the Basin. Facilitators will use
panel input in preparing a report to the Forest Setice.

Operation of the Panel Sessions

Setting

The panels will be convened in large rooms with maps that show impacts for each alternative in
reference to roads, recreation opportunities, and scenery. Panelists w& be seated at tables
arranged in a U-shaped format, while observers will be seated outside of the ring of tables as
space permits. A facilitator will lead discussions and guide participants through the panel
process.

S c h e d u l e

First Dav
i

8130 a.m. - 9:00 a.m. Welcome and introductions

9 : o o  - IO:00 fipplanation  of EIS format and Questions and Answers
Representatives of the ICBEMP EIS and Science Integration Team will
describe overall purpose of the EIS documents and the data and analysis
‘used to generate outputs from multiple resource areas. Panelist questions
about assumptions within alternatives and the processes used to develop

* outputs will be encouraged.

lo:oo - IO:20 Break

10:20  - IO:45 Review of the variables of interest in an assessment of social impacts
Panel organizers will review the assumptions. measures, and analysis
processes utilized to estimate potential impacts of the alternatives on the
three previously identified issue areas (recreation/scenery, communities,



and quality of life). Any additional issue areas relating to social
consequences of implementing EIS alternatives or other areas of interest in
addressing social impacts will be identified by panelists, and a final list of
impact variables will be posted in the meeting room.

lo:45 - 12:15

12:15 - I:15

I:15 - 2~30

2:30 - 2:45

2~45 - 4:oo

4:oo - 4:20

4:20

Second Dav

8:00 - 8:15

8:15 - 12:15

12:15 - 1:15

1:15 - i:40

Examination of the social impacts of Alternative 1
A description of Alternative 1 will be provided by ICBEMP Science and
EIS staff, summarizing the aiternative’s theme, major actions, and outputs
from other resource areas. Questions and open discussion of the
distribution of consequences will be encouraged by the group facilitator.
Panelists will then be broken into two small groups (of 6-8 people) to
examine the social consequences of implementing Alternative 1, using the
posted list of impact variables. Measures panelists would recommend to
mitigate any anticipated negative social consequences of implementing the
Alternative will be explicated.

Lunch

Examination of Alternative 2
Much like the process for Alternative 1, panelists will hear a description,
break into two small groups, and fill out a questionnaire dealing with
Alternative 2.

Break

Examination of Alternative 3

Summary of the day’s events and discussion on mid-course corrections
#

I
Adjourn for the dqv

Review of progress of the first day, summary of the second day’s schedule,
and notices about any changes made to improve the evaluation process

’Examination of Alternatives 4-7

Lunch

Participant observations
A guided, open discussion session among all paneiists concerning the
circumstances or conditions that could enhance or impair the
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implementation of alternatives. The barriers or opportunities identified

could relate, to any specific alternative or the EIS process in general.

2:40 - 3:00 Evaluation
Panelists will provide an evaiuation of the positive and negative aspects of
the process and content of the two day session. ,

3:oo Panels adjourn

Fdlow  up Actions

Panel organizers will produce a report summarizing the results of the Eastside  and UCRB panels
and each panelist will receive a copy of the draft submirted  to the ICBEMP.

Jim Burchfieid March 7,1996

Bolle Center for People and Forests
School of Forestry
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 598 12
Telephone: (406) 243-6650; Fax: (406) 243-6656

.
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School of Forestry
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Instructions

This workbook has been prepared to help in developing estimates of the social consequences for
the EIS. Please review the material that has been sent to you prior to completing the workbook.

The workbook is organized around the seven alternatives being considered by the EIS team.
They were generated in response to issues identified by the public,and  management concerns
identified by federal land managing agencies.

The workbook may be completed before arriving at the evaluation panel session or during it. We
will collect the workbooks at the end of the session to help us in pulling together all the material.
Some questions are fixed answers. Please circle the answer that best represents your feelings.
You may, if you wish, provide additional explanatory material. Other questions are “open-
ended” which means you write in an appropriate response.

Please remember to also complete the overall evaluation located following alternative seven.



Evaiuation of Altehative  One -- Current Plans (the no action alternative)

1. How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
proyide?

Very little stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. nafive species  of p lam, animals  audjsh  of iuferest  10 tribes?

How certain  are )*orr of lliese  effecls?

Veq cellain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what exfew tfo )vonfind  fhese tzfecls accep  fable.?

Unacceptable Some\vhnt  xccpt~l~lc Moderately  acceptable Very acceptahlc

Wltnt  ase possible nti/igahg ncfiora?

B. access IO iradi/ionai  me sites and cnhralfy  importnut localions?

How cerfnirl are J*ou of lliese  @eecfs?

/I--
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Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what exlent do l*otrJJirld Ihese @eels  acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

#%al  are possible niitigaiirlg aclioia?

C. conmrrtlities  located OII tribal reservations?

How cerlairl are )*orr of these #ecf.s?

Very’certain Somewhat certain uncertain Veq uncertain

To what extent do !*olr flttd fltese  <fecfs acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very !cceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

i

4. What barriers to implementation do you see for this alternative?



Evaluation of Alternative Two--Interim Direction

1. How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Very little stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. ualirte  species of plants.  animals  atld.fish of interest  to Mbes?

How cesiaiu are )-on of fhese @ecf.s?

Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To ~~*haf  extent  do ~*orl.find  lhese effecls  acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat ncceptnble Moderately acceptable Vey acceptable

Whar  are possible rnitigafing  acfiom?

B. access to tr-adifioua/  me sites  aud mlfrwa  f fy importan’;  locations?

How crsfaiu  are ~*orr of &e.se  elfem?



Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent do your  firid  lhese effecfs  acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

what are possible ntitigahlg  actions?

C. conmmities  located  011 hbal reserl~atious?

How cerfaitl are )*orr  of lhese t$ecfs?

Very certnin Somewhat certain uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent  do )*orlJittd  fhese @eels acceptable?

Unacceptable Some\!.hot  acceptable Moderately acceptalqle  Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

i

4. What barriers to implementation do you see for this alternative?



Evaluation df Alternative Three -- Minimal Repairs

1. How much stability  in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Very litlle stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. \Vhat  are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. native species of pfmfs, atiitttafs  aridjbh  of inferesi lo It-ibes?

How certain  are JUII of these  effects.7

Very celtain Somewhat celIain Uncertain Very  uncertain

To ~*ha/ extent  do sari fiud lhese effem acceptable?

IJnacceptnble Somewhat  ncccptable Moderately acceptable Vcrl\’ ncccplable

What are possible tiiirigaliiig  aciiwi.sP

B. access to fradifiorml  use sites and cr~ht~aily  important locatiora?

HOIC~  cerfffin ore J&I of Ihew qffeecfs?



Veq certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what exteut  do you fitid these effects acceptab fe?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

Whnt are possib fe mitigating actions?

C. conmrmities located h tribal reserlbtiotts:~

How certaitl  are )aOII  of these effects? ,

Veq ca-tnin Somewhat certain uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent  do yot/jind  these effects acceptable?

Unncceptahle SomewhA  acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

4. What barriers to implementation do you see for this alternative?



Evaluation .of Alternative Four -- Mimic Natural Processes

1. How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Veq-  little stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects t5f this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. uative  species of platm, atlitnals  atrdfisll of interest to tribes?

How cerlaitt  ore )wr of these effects?

. Vq certain Somewhat certain Unceitain Veq uncertain

To what exlertf  do ).ort.fiud  these elfecfs nccepfahle?

Unacceptable Somewhat ncceptablc Moderately ncccptable Very acceptable

IKkif are po.niMe iiiiligaliiig  aclioiis?

B. access lo fsadifiorlaf  use sites attd culfrrr*aify  iniportath  /ocalions?

How cerfnirl m-e pit of fhese .@eecfs?



Very  certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what exfetlt do you find these effecfs acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

FKhaf are possible mitigating actiotrs?

c. cot~tntr~ttifies  located OJJ tribal resen’nliom?

How certairl  are you of these effects?

Very certain Somewhat certain uncertain Very uncertain

To what exfetit  do yorijitid  these ffecls  hcceptabie?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

4. What barriers to implementation do you see for this alternative?



Evaluation of Alternative Five -- Economic Efficiency

1. How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Very little stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. native  species of pfatils, ariiniais  aiidfisl7  of iiileresl  lo tribes?

How crrtaitt  are J*OII of these eJfects.7

Vev certain Somewhat certain Uncellain Very uncertain

To what exleut do !ort,fitid  these t?jfecls  acceplahie?

Unacceptable Some\vhnt  acceptable Moderately  acccptoble  Very acceptable

Wiinl are pomihle riiiligafiiig aclioia?

B. access lo lradilior~ai  me sites and ci~hru-af  fy irnporYa~r1  focal ions?

How cerfain  are you of these @ecf.s?



Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent  do yoorijitid  these  t$ecfs. acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

?Pi’lat  are possible tnitigatitlg  actions?

C. cotnrmr~ifies  located OJI tribal r’esenaliotw?

How certain or+ ~WII of these gffecls?

Very celIain Somewhat certain uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent tfo J*orljirld  these cflects acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

i

4. \Vhat barriers to implementation do you see for this alternative?
.



Evaluation of Alternative Six -- Adaptive IManagement

1 . How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Velv little stability Some stability Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. tmh~e species  ofplmrs,  crmkds nmifis!t  of interest  lo hhes?

How certain  nr*ej*ou  of these <fleets?

Vel?  certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To w/m/ es-frill  tfoj~o~t~fit~d  fliese  effect.5  nccepfcdie?

Ilnacceptnblc Somcwhot  occeptoble Moderately  acceptable Veq acceptable

Wltcrf  me po.wible  miiigulilrg m-fioils:l

R. access  lo fr*dilioiwl use sifes  ard c~rJ~rrrn/ly  impor& locafioin?

i

How crrfcriu  are jurr of these t$ecfs?



Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent do yootr find fltese  effecrs  acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

Wlat are possible ntitigatirrg  aclioiis?

C comntru~ities  focaled 011 /ribal reservatiom?

How certain ase )voorr of these effects?

Very  certain Somewhat certain uncertain Very uncertain

To what extent do JOII find these t$ects acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

4. What barriers to irnplementatiorrdo  you see for this alternative?



Evaluation of Alternative Seven -- Reserves and Corridors

1. How much stability in federally administered land outputs is this alternative likely to
provide?

Very little stability Some slabilily Moderate stability High stability Don’t know

2. What additional information is needed to evaluate the effects of this alternative for the
entire planning area?

3. What are your overall impressions of the effects of this alternative on:

A. rrotive  species of pio~~fs. milnals  oudfisl  of interest fo fribes?

How cerfoin me you of these #ecfs?

VeF certain Some\diat  certain Uncertain Very  uncerlain

To ~*iihf exfeiif do J.011. firid fitese f2fftf.r  mwpfcrb  fe?

Unncceplddc Somewhat acceptable Moderately  acceptable Vay acccptnblc

Whf me possible rttifigofiug acfiom?

i

B. nccess fo fsadifiortoi  me sifes cmd crrlfttroily  impor fm f locofious?



How certain are )~oolc  of these effects?

Very certain Somewhat certain Uncertain Very uncertain

To what  extent do yolc.firtd  these cfiects acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What ase possible rnitigatirlg  actious?

C. conmrmities  located 011 tribal reser~afious?

How cer-fail1  are )*ort qf these <ffects.~

Vq certain Somewhat certain uncertain Verl,  uncertain

TCI dml exfeiit  do ~*oirJirid  fhese  @ecfs acceptable?

Unacceptable Somewhat acceptable Moderately acceptable Very acceptable

What are possible mitigating actions?

4. What barriers  to implementation do you see for this alternative?



Overall Evaluation Questions

1. To what extent do !*ou agree that the seven alternatives represent a reasonable range of desired
conditions or actions to deal with land management in the EIS area (Circle one)?

Strongly Agree Agree Don’t Know Disagree Strongly Disagree

If !*ou disagree, what other t\-pes of alternatives should be considered. Please briefly identify a
philosophy or specific actions or conditions.

2. What other variables should be considered in identifying the social consequences of alternatives’?

3. What specific items would you recommend in tcmls of changes in federal resource managerncnt
policy to implement ecosystem management?

4. To what eslent do you understand the intent and possible consequences of the aitemati\xs:’

5. How adequate was the supplied infomlation  about the altematives in helping you understand
lhem?
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AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBAL  PANEL NOTES

OPENING QUESTIONS:  DAY ONE

Is there are reason for the Columbia Basin to be broken up into two study areas?

-- What is the end product of this process?
-- What is the purpose?
-- Will it be part of the Presidents plan?
-- Why are we looking at alternatives that the Indians have not truly been involved in?
-- What is the bottom line?
-- Will there be a plan that is actually implemented.

What is the bottom line?

What will we do with the information we collect today?
-- how will it be incorporated into the plan?

Do state and county have rights in this process?
How do the tribes fit into this process?
What is the hierarchy behveen the state rights, county rights and Indian rights?

We {Indians} should have been involved from the beginning of this process?

This land belonged to our {Indian) people, 4 million acres, now we are on a reservation of 345,000 acres.

Decisions are being made about economics and resources.

We need to make decisions based on people, without a good environment there will be no people.

We need access to our traditional lands or my people are dead.

We have an endangered species list. but my people have not been considered.

Our tribes should have been involved from the beginning.

This process has been going on for several years and this is the first tribal meeting that I know of.

This is the first true step of this entire process-- to involve the tribe and ask for input.

We were given two days to review materials and make recommendations on alternatives that have
already been developed.

I am happy to see the tribes get together and be involved in the process of setting policy on the
management of these lands.



DISCUSSION  ON ALTERNATIVES  PRESENTED BY TOM Q.

What are the specific boundaries of the Columbia Basin study area.

Please clarify what you mean by High, medium, and low management intensity?

Do we need money? Do we need our trees cut?

We are against logging on steep slopes, on overgrazing, extraction on sacred lands.

I would object to more logging and road building.

This EIS does not considered actions taken in the past to build dams, log, build roads, etc.

Are there buffer zones?

Existing conditions do not consider alterations of the lands that have occurred in the past.

Is there an active alternative to take specific action to intervene in areas where there may be a critical
problem-- across all the alternatives-- address specific problems?

With the election coming up-- if a Republican candidate is elected-- what will happen to this process?

Where does the salvage rider fit into this process?

Will the salvage rider cause the alternatives to be modified?

Will regional (resource) advising committees be proposed for other states?

Was the scientific assessment ready and used in determining the alternatives?

Are Resource Advisory Councils working with the planners in creating the alternatives and maps, etc.?

i
What will be done with the responses in the workbooks?

What if the range of alternatives is deemed to be inadequate-- will there then be a revision of the
alternatives?

It seems like there has been a lot of work done so far without significant input from the tribes?

Are the tribes supposed to identify the alternative that best serves all the tribes or can we propose new
alternatives?

How does the Forest Service feel about this plan, or will the plan just be handed to them and told to
a c c e p t  i t ?

What about grazing issues and allotments -- have they been addressed?



CONTINUED  GENERAL  QUESTIONS: DAY TWO

Access is not just roads, but administrative restrictions.

Tribes may have access to places, but the changing uses and conditions inhibit access.

Camping areas are often developed right on customary sites.

Camping fees and limits on use -- restrict access.

Often land owners block access.

Rules and regulations on numbers of horses in wilderness areas change tradition patterns of use.

River users often access sensitive areas.

Designation of use zones by land management agencies does
not coincide with tribal uses.

We should consider that some areas have spiritual attachment to tribes.
_- effects of development can alter spiritual qualities.

Changes in traditional cultural use have not been adequately considered when development is proposed.

Different interpretation of economics, tribes do not just seek money, but they consider cultural values.

These plans last on 5 - IO years, tribes think in terms of generations.

There is no long term planning.

We do not pay enough attention to aesthetic values.
Why can’t their be land exchanges that benefit tribal concerns?

Why can’t some lands be returned to the tribes?

Alternatives and options have already been decided and now we are asked to evaluate.

If lands are returned to the states -- how will that effect this plan-- who will decide?

We as Indian people always have to react too something.

Access restriction are usually from corporations and some forest rangers.

Root fields are gone because of changes for cattle.

We would like to have some timbered lands.



We never expected our fish to run out our animals to disappear.

The Federal agencies have allowed the lands to decline, we want salmon, meat, fruits, berries, water.

The consultation process with the tribes is substandard.

Juniper eradication.

We would rather deal with Federal Government than the States -- the states do not protect the rights of
Indian as well.

Different interpretation of terms -- old growth, trust responsibility, etc.

What does Forest Service mean by Broad Scale-- not the same as tribal definition.

Policies reflect the.bureaucratic process not local needs.
.:

These NEPA and EIS processes do not accommodate tribes very well.

Variations among tribes.

Individuals of tribes are also important.

I do not feel alternatives are adequate they seem to reflect status quo.

The states need to be called to the carpet on water quality and quantity.
-- mismanagement of water distribution /

Tribes must be given in state water flow rights.

Soil structures are important -- erosion- siltation-- build up at dams.

Substandard inventory of historic and cultural rights. I

We are interested in stability of aquifers, pollution of ground water, regeneration over the long term.

Everything in this process is commodity driven.
Is ecosystem management still just the same old management?

What is ecosystem management -- is there a holistic process?

Will these options give us cleaner water-- will the fish return in quantities to sustain us-- will the deer
return, will we have berries?

Our treaty is concerned with natural resources not economics.

Salmon, fish is very important.



Facilities , human waste, litter

My tribe does depend on timber resources

We are concerned about Grizzly Bears, accumulative effects of development, road building.

These development effects may restrict use of forest resources.

Tribal communities have different needs from the Basin.

How does the process of interaction with the tribes fit into the alternatives.

IMPORTANT  CRITERIA  TO CONSIDER  IN EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES

Time Frame ( IO years) (Long Term)

I) Access
a. Road Density
b. Administrative Restrictions
c. Behavioral Restrictions

2) Culturally Significant Plant & Animal Communities
a. Presence
b. Harvestability/ Usability/ Subsistence
c. Habitat Integrity
d. Threatened and Endangered Species

3) Water &; Land Quality/ Quantity
a. Soil Stability

4) Opportunities for Economic Growth & Effects on Small Rural Communities
a. Timber
b. Recreation/ Tourism
c. Grazing
d. Fisheries
e. Land Exchange/ Transfers
f. Minerals
g. Special Forest Products

5) Places
a. Changes in Character (Landscapes, Ethno- Habitats, Spiritual/ Religious, Archaeological Sites)

6) Treaty Obligations
a. Trust Responsibility
b. Traditional Use

7) Air Quality



DISCUSSION  OF ALTERNATIVES:

What is the long term?

How does this meet the Tribal treaties, particularly over the long term?

Does visually quality fit into the,altematives?

Even with proposed closures there is still a large number of access points.

ALTERNATIVE ONE

6. (Trust Responsibility)

The tribes have never been to the table to discuss the alternatives now proposed by the FS and BLM.
-- consequently you expect us to pick an alternative
we we would prefer to help develop alternatives
-- does not address issues important to Tribes

Clinton told land management agencies to live up to trust responsibility, but the agencies will not change.

Inconsistent application of rules by management.

Not the same management guidelines among the various ranger districts-- need standards and guidelines
from top to bottom.

No accountability for land mgmt. personnel regarding guidelines.

1. Access

- need to develop a dialogue with tribes early on

- land exchange doesn’t address tribal access

- there is no incentive or mechanism to listen to tribes on issues of access.

- will tribes have access to restored species.

- what if we want to graze our cattle

- what if we want to exchange land for timber

- to effectively listen to tribes

2. Culturally important plant & animals

.a. .
t

- negative effects



- do the current plans address invader species and how they relate to tribes?

- habitat condition will continue to decline

- this option does not address non- commodity species.

- there is no salmon, we have cattle, pollution-- no return of salmon.

3. Water Quality

- the current plans don’t deal with restoration

- the Western states do not regulate quality - they are more extraction oriented.

- the plan does not deal with states authority and responsibility to manage

- The Montana Forestry Practice Act

- does not address past impacts and does not propose ways to correct impacts or provide solutions.

- does not address accumulate effects

7) Air Quality

- smoke from fires is not pollution, but is part of the natural renewal process.

- the fuel build up due to fire suppression has caused an inordinate amount of smoke.

- dust from unpaved road at current levels

8) Land Quality

- to many plans

- land production

4) Opportunities

- no benefits to tribes

- fish and habitat are in decline

- connection between habitat integrity and economic viability of tribes

- connection between Federal harvest and tribal harvest practices

- economics should come last -- after fish, habitat, etc.



- we must have FS aid us in planning for economic opportunities.

- we would be denied if we wanted to graze ourcattle, create a fish farm, get access to timber

- govt’ subsidizes many industries, but not for tribes -- benefits don’t accrue to tribes.

- the structure of FS & BLM does not encourage economic development and diversity for the tribes.

- what is the role of state and county -- they get a percentage of funds, but tribes get nothing.

- it has effected subsistence practices of using lands

5. Places

- confidentiality has not been very important

- FS has to hire university to get info instead ofjust asking tribes

- the criteria for such things as historicai  sites, etc. does not consider tribes desires

- lack of protection of culturally important trails

- recreation development often provide access to culturally sensitive areas, too easy access.

- high level of intrusion

- emphasis on tourism (ie. Lewis & Clark Trail) not in tune with tribes tradition

- historical interpretation is often offensive to Indian cultural

- does not educate public about penalties for disturbing cultural sites

- the tribes can assist enforcement agencies in protecting these cultural sites

How will states be dealt with concerning their authority and regulation of in state water rights?

What is going to happen to this information after we leave tomorrow?

Alternatives I - 6 do not adequately deal with viable populations of plants and animals

The Treaty Rights and Responsibility Trust -- How will this plan address these issues?

How much authority does the state have over,Federal  Lands.

ALTERNATIVE FOUR

What is the difference in regards to watershed management?



How will population strong holds (fish) be dealt with among the alternatives?

There must be standards and guidelines in order to achieve protection and restoration -- there does not
appear to be any in these alternatives.

Have the Tribes been consulted as to what they would like to see in the basin?

Were the Tribes consulted in establishing the criteria for ecosystem health?

At what level will ecosystem health be dealt with? Local? regional?

What are the impacts of burning of public lands to the tribes?
_- will the tribes be consulted on these issues?

I see a possibility of the agencies being properly staffed with biologists, but there is a concern that
funding will not be adequate to meet the plan .

We also need to consider the private lands.

We need to start at the top of a watershed and move all the way down.

If we participate in this process does that mean that we are buying off on, ii?

Is the bottom line of these alternatives consistent with the needs of the tribal treaty rights and
responsibility trust?

6. Trust Responsibility

I think the criteria to consult is an improvement, but there is often a different interpretation of
consultation between tribes and land management agencies.

How are we going to get there?

Assessing is not a determination of how to get there.

What measures will be taken to insure viable populations exist

If we do not have habitat or a particular species you have damaged our cultural resource.

Standards and guidelines may not be meeting the treaty rights.

There are still barriers to tribal operations and research operations -- there is no cooperation.

There are no mechanisms toward meeting cooperation with tribes

There are no teeth in attempts to protect tribal rights.



The tribes are always the ones to shoulder conservation -- managers bear no burden of responsibility for
protecting lands and it is usually there fault .

The Federal process want us to jump through hoops to meet their management objectives.

I do not see a commitment to bring back our .lands and water.

We never dreamed managers would let the land, water and animals decline.

We are not a user group, we are not counties, we are not states, we are a sovereign nation.
-- you should keep that in mind
-- FS & BLM are trustees of our land
_- we must fight our trustees

I. ACCESS ’

There is a promise that things will be better, but there is no guarantee.

2. Culturally important plants and animals

The restoration is geared toward getting trees back

NMPS & FS has stated that only ALT 7 would meet minimum levels for aquatic populations

There could be possible negative and positive impacts -- need more time to consult and evaluate

Many of us feel that the agencies have not proven there commitment to tribal interests

3) Water Quality/ Quantity

It categorizes areas and determines the importance of dealing with various areas, but my area is low in
priority, thus I feel it doesn’t do any thing for us.

fI
The only difference between I and 4 is the state and tribes are mentioned

The tribes have a responsibility to protect the quality and quantity of water resources

Tribes should be viewed as co- managers of these resources and cultural resources
When in comes to managing the landscape 60% is done by FS 1

We would like to improve relationships with agencies

We must examine the salvage sale context -- the standards and guidelines are being exceeded with this
rider-

With different watersheds (individual watershed analysis) having differing standards and guidelines it
seems like Alt I



It would be nice if there was a statement that says that tribal govt will be consulted with in protecting
resources.

There are two different legal reasons for consultation
-- NEPA
-- Treaty Rights

4. Economic Growth

It is important for children to be in the education system

How will the appropriate mix of uses be determined and implemented
-- this could take away from tribes or assist
-- poorly worded

5. Places

There are no guarantees that the agencies will consult with the tribes on cultural and activity areas.--
based on past history it is questionable

How will consultation be incorporated? What is the mechanism for this? Where is the funding?
_- this alternative does not explain this very well

The Federal govt is ignoring laws over mechanism for tribal interaction.
-- it is not providing accountability
_- there is no incentive to evaluate whether tribal interest were met

We need to know what the BLM and FS are doing -- are they consistent with each other

7. Air Quality

restoration would have additional . ..?

Prescribed burns are often burning good timber and not paying attention to food and forage for animals
i

There is not standardized operations on prescribed burning between BLM, FS, State, BIA ,
-- a lack of coordination

8. Land Quality

It is moving in a positive direction
-- road issues affecting aquatic concerns

But there needs to be an orientation towards tribal concerns
-- positive direction, but not far enough

I question whether all the effective players be involved in monitoring and redesign



The time needed for restoration is much longer than the time frame of the plan and the predicted impacts
into the future

ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS

Explain fish 2000

What is the purpose of ALT 5 in regards to not making traditional and local concerns a priority.

What is the continuity between this project and district level decisions?

How will the EIS team incorporate the information provided within the Tribal Restoration Program
Report?

If you do not see through our eyes you will not understand our needs,

We are always asked to react not to be proactive-- we have information that can aid the EIS team

How will the information provided by the tribes be incorporated into this project?

How will the alternatives be altered in order to incorporate the concerns of the tribes?

Is there a way to incorporate the criteria provided today into the plan?

What kinds of things do you think the project would have difficulty incorporating?

Is it difficult to modify the alternatives to insure that the criteria provided by the tribes is incorporated
into the plan? Will this require a new alternative? .

Will the Tribes be involved in selecting the preferred alternative?

NEPA was not designed to address Tribal needs-- We are trying to address Tribal interests through the
NEPA process-- this does not work very well. :

When is the system going to change in order to address Tribal needs?

Is NEPA going to be modified to fit Tribal concerns better?

How will the consultation process proceed for this project? .
-- How will it be funded?
-- Will there be compensation provided for effort expended by Tribal members?

It would be helpful if we developed a glossary of terms so we can agree on them?

Is it possible for this group to receive maps on such issues of bull trout, deer, etc.?

The acres of the reserve areas in ALT 7 and how that compares to established protected areas?



-- Where is the maps for comparison?

Why was there not a fuller range of decrease in AUM’s?

CONTINUED  GENERAL  COMMENTS: DAY THREE

Discussion of NEPA

Discussion of Trust Responsibility

I know the basin is home to many migratory birds, etc- how many migratory species does this area have?

-- The reason I ask this is because the Tribes have a responsibility to manage species and the Tribes
would like to know what species are in trouble and how we can help?

Is one of the guiding principles going to be “life cycles” in these alternatives?

-- The reason I asked is because salmon have a five year life cycle, a tree has a life cycle, it seems that
these cycles are important in management decisions.

Accountability

The executive orders are trying to improve attitudes and improve the process.

I was impressed by the Eastside project because it seemed to be watershed driven.

I would like to see the watershed approach expanded to other areas

I would like to see standards and guidelines applied across the board -- these are the nuts and bolts of
management actions -- take the good stuff from the FS and BLM and get rid of the rest.

The Tribes have responsibility -- we need to be involved-- we would like the opportunity to monitor (for
trust responsibility) -- how could we do that -- what is the best way to accomplish it -- c

Are there any provisions for a monitoring and implementation plan for these alternatives?

At what level would the principle of Fish 2000 be applied-- Cluster? Theme?

Could you say something on Properly Functioning Conditions (PFC)?

We often see reluctance to accept Tribal concerns even though many of our concerns would benefit.most
people.

There needs to be a better public awareness of what Indians need and the Federal Agencies must help the
Indians to explain these needs.

We want the govt to uphold the agreements they made with us (treaty rights).



There is a lot of talk about surface water; but we have pollution of aquifers, the states need to regulate
ground water better and we need to insure the quality and quantity.

We also need to manage the watersheds in the high country that feed these aquifers.

It would be helpful if we could see a staff roster of who is working on this process?

We would also like to get copies of maps being developed for the plan.

I am glad to be here- -Unless we can express our concerns - you will not understand-- I see this as a
good starting point -- 1 would like to see a follow up

Too often we are ignored are concerns are not embraced.

We have given you our feelings and needs -- if you can look through our ways it would be beneficial --
we have to learn ‘your ways and your process
We feel that we are not heard -- nobody listens

Where is our habitat, our water, -- we have no control -- we only have input -- we are not considered as
co-managers -- you see yourselves as the managers and only want input from US

I see this as a good starting point -- we want to become more involved

You need to listen to us -- why do we need water, why do we need land

Everything is for economic reasons

You may not have funding after Friday -- you may not be here -- we will still be here -- we will still
c o n t i n u e

Do not try to shove something at us just because you have a deadline.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS: r

The general public, the non Indians -- need to be educated in what the Federal agencies are trying to do --
they need more understanding of the Tribes needs

The public often stereo types the Indians -- they need the most education

We need to make sure the schools are teaching this information -- sometimes the schools are teaching old
information about Indians -- we need better education

All the sovereigns need to be represented - they need to be involved in developing a plan for the long run
the states are sovereigns too, but the are geared toward consumptions-  they need to manage resources
better

I have problems with water management of the Western States



We look to our elders for guidance -- they look to us to protect the resources --

You talk about coordination with other land management agencies -- we want to be considered in the
same way -- meet with us -- consult us -- work with us

We produce documents on management -- you need to look at our documents -- we have important
information

many Tribes are executive order tribes -- we do not have the same standing as treaty tribes

Bull trout is on the threatened list, but I do not have any input into management until it becomes an
endangered species
look at the TRP it has much important info

The time frame is a problem -- we look at seven generations -- science has specific time frames -- time
frames must continually move forward -- there is no ten year plan -- as each year passes;another is
added-- time frames are indeterminate

Once the agencies learn responsibility then you can begin to build a trust relationship with the tribes --
the term trust responsibility is backward -- there must first be responsibility in order to achieve trust

The Federal agencies owe the tribes a responsibilty to properly manage lands

The Tribes are not saying give me -- we are saying let me help you

We say let us help you develop alternatives?

Basically what the Tribes want is to be looked at as sovereign nations -- we want to sit at the front table -
- we do not just want to provide comments

We appreciated being listened to

I would like to have a better feeling for a BLM presence. f

We would like to hear more of the content of the common ground between tribes, the general public. and
agencies

How can we interact with State govt’s
I am concerned with some’of the other players involved through out the Basin -- what input has the Corp
of Engineers had -- what about the National Park Service

I do not fully understand the project -- what is the 80% of the accomplishment you expect to reach

I appreciate our invitation to participate -- I feel good about the meeting -- I would like to see more
information -- I would like to know more about chapter 4



EASTSIDE EIS PANEL NOTES .

OPENING QUESTIONS:  DAY ONE

If we don’t know what the effects of the impacts are going to be how are we going to estimate the social
impacts on my constituency?

Why don’t we start with the assumptions underlying the process.

I was frustrated because I wanted to come here and be productive, but I don’t know what the impacts are
going to be, I don’t have anything to base a decision on, I represent a wide variety of constituents and I
need more info

I would like to see some presentations to flesh out some of the details.

I would rather see a more collaborative approach rather than advocating a position.

It was my expectation that wre would be going through.the  papers provided and assess what is in the
information 1 have reviewed. I expected an overview and then a discussion.

I would like to examine impacts in regards to a larger audience --not just specific interest groups.

Introductions:

I am interested in examining the impacts of wildlife -- I am also concerned with people and the.social
impacts, but 1 am more interested in speaking for the wildlife.

I have strong labor ties and I have worked in the resource industry for many years, my main interests are
in examining the impacts on labor.

My interests are in outdoor recreation.

I have interest in getting the discussion to move beyond the economic impacts associated with plan , I t
would like to bring the emotional and spiritual dimension of the plan.

DISCUSSION  ON ALTERNATIVES  PRESENTED  BY TOM Q.

Is the integrity as presented -- is it based on HRV?

Integrity is subjective - you could go back to the ice age? This discussion is very value laden

We are looking at things in terms of values.

I look at the decline of old trees and say so what -- it is a value judgment.

When we say biodiversity -- we mean only native species, not introduced species, there is also a problem
with time frame in examining diversity.

k



-- If a weed comes on the foot of a duck-- it is native, if it came on a boot-- it’s introduced
-- We need to define the time frame we consider relevant to determine native species

I think we can examine the forest interactions and the scientific analysis of its ability to function to
determine acceptable change.

My understanding was that the time frame was based on the earliest aerialphoto’s -- 1930’s.

Would the Reserves be Wilderness like areas or would you be creating a new management zone?

What about non timber commodity extraction from the reserves (i.e. mushroom picking, etc.)?

What is the difference between Conserve and Restore?

Time frame becomes significant here because of the time needed to achieve desired conditions.

Is the percent of acres discussed referring to Forest Service lands?

In order to restore a watershed to its previous condition we sometimes must have a high level of timber
harvest and other activities.

Concerning these levels of activities, regardless of activities, are you considering funding or budget
constraints in proposing what needs to be accomplished?

If conserve is the preferred action -- does that mean restricted grazing?

How will these actions effect the fencing concerns for private land owners?

Due to levels of fire fuels, it seems that the Conserve option would lead to catastrophic fire

You do have to consider what is happening on adjacent lands?

Regarding biodiversity-- the theme seems to be on late ceryl structures when often species need early j
ceryl stages.

For classification you are anticipating having a secession of ceryl stages and coordinating that with
geological processes?

With regard to Integrity -- is this project working to develop guidelines for integrity at the local level?

Is the difference between regional and local level one of the clarifying differences and what does that
mean?

The general classification will be the driving force of local management decision-- although there may
be some different action at this level it will be the exception to the rule-- the local manager will not be
able to overturn the classification -- correct?*

3’--L



Where does the issue of sustainability fit into these alternatives and is it more prevalent in different
alternatives?

If the project funding is cut -- how will the information and alternatives produced be applied at the local
level without a decision notification or preferred alternative?

When examining vegetation patterns - did you consider rodent infestation , disease, and insect infestation
(i.e. grasshoppers)? 0

Is there a key that details or describes these prescriptions (A I, A2, etc.)?

What is the probability ? Will we see these things? What are the actual levels?

Are the disclaimers that these are only preliminaries still in effect?

Do we disregard ALT 7 because of the mistakes noted and are there mistakes in the other alternatives?

How much confidence do you have in the accuracy of high, medium and lows? or do you just have
probabilities?

Are these simulations simply reporting mathematical principles?

KEY VARIABLES:

I) Small Rural Communities

2) Recreation and Scenery on Federal Lands

3) Quality of Life of Residents of the Basin

Small Communities

- Roads: connection to a place
- Extraction of non traditional forest resources and the access to these resources
-- Cross - cultural conflict s involved
- Migratory impacts of new residents and the cultural and social impacts associated with this

change.

- there are social and economic factors to implementation -- What is this environment and how
can we assess it.

- urban to rural migration people are often higher skilled, more educated, and have higher finances, this
causes housing prices to rise, and may cause higher unemployment rates.

- I’m not sure that your budget estimates are correct -- if we move away from commodities than
the govt. may not properly fund restoration projects.

3



-me balances have traditionally been unbalanced favoring commodities

- the level of economic impact of Federal govt. on small communities is substantial

- these variables are subjective -- 1 would like to see more traditional variables -- money to
counties- without timber / economic base - where will the money come from?

- the limitation of the consideration of people , hunters, fishers, etc., we should not limit our
assessment to just people in the basin.

- county residents have a demand for infrastructure - sewers, etc., who will pay for the new
requirements that result from new residents?

- I liked the attempt to detine community objectively, but I am concerned about inequalities
among the populations.

- Who’s making the decisions in communities -- who are the political elite?

- Small communities are often dependent on larger urban areas- how will these communities
guide their own future?

- What are the characteristics of the people who are migrating?

- Why are people coming here -- resources? and what do they bring-- skills -- welfare?

- Retirees are often people who move to the basin

- Welfare recipients who move in for affordability may harm finances of small communities

- We see a decline in the middle class -- growing inequality -- service industry does not pay
enough- crime - drugs -- etc. The govt. can have an influence with the types of jobs being
provided to people and can influence the inequality- - recreation vs. middle class jobs

- Cost of dealing with crime is continually increasing in rural communities
- Communities have a contribution to the larger economy -- we need to look at economies at a

larger scales

- Resilience based on distance, population,

- Resilience is dependent on infrastructure to respond to change often communities do not have
this resiliency

- Franchises and outside bus,inesses  are changing the money flow -- often money is extracted
out of the small communities

- Social variables depend on the natural resources that surround these communities - must look at
these resources and see what these resources can do for the communities and if the



communities are too reliant on natural resources than the communities will suffer
--- we can’t solve the social problems without addressing resources

- We can have forest products as well as other opportunities -

- Why is it that our best data is on recreation and scenery data?
- I don’t think that this is correct?
- When I read the material I see a lot of predetermined ideas

- I don’t see that there is a trade off between recreation and traditional uses

- I don’t like the term extraction -- we manage, produce , renew, the term extraction is biased

- When we talk about products we do not refer to passive and action

- The language generally used in these documents does two things
I) it polarizes issues and people
2) the language is not clear - there is not clarity

- I feel that we should move in a direction to focus the discussion

- This is an integrated subject and what should we do to answer questions

- Scenery, quality of life, economy, etc., are all rapped up together -- these impacts of the
management of Federal Lands really affect the small communities

- We will see within the context you have created what the effects might be

- Civic dialogue provides opportunities

- people come into the Blue Mountain area not looking for opportunity -- they come with money -- this
can be detrimental to other residents
- There is a feeling that say Portland is making decisions for Joseph -- big centers making decisions

for small centers
f

- I noticed with interest that 87% of jobs in the basin are based on recreation and 12% on other
- recreation should be looked at as a commodity

- Basically the recreation jobs are produced by direct and indirect jobs’yet resource jobs are only
based on direct -- Ifeel the data is incorrect

- The timber mills provide a tax base that recreation base cannot match

- If they are going to have commercial activities on federal lands (mushroom. picking) they should
charge fees -- even for recreation users

- I do not see discussion on new technologies - mountain bikes, water craft, etc., and their impacts



- It does not need to be either or we can have alternatives that do both

- If we are going to charge for one use we should charge for all uses, but these fees should be
based on ability to pay-- the market will adjust this price

- What role will the Forest Service play in making these decisions -- will the FS take comments and
make their own decision

- There is inconsistency in direct and indirect employment based on timber and recreation

IMPORTANT  CRITERIA  TO CONSIDER  IN EVALUATING  ALTERNATIVES

1) Communities:

- local

2) Access to Decision - Making

3). Social Uses

timber
grazing
r e c r e a t i o n
scenery
non timber forest products
wildlife
fisheries
water

4) Quality of Life

5) Equity

i
- distribution of benefits
- polarization
- cultural

DISCUSSION  OF ALTERNATIVES

Why was recreation singled out as a predominate use and not put on par with other uses?

I feel that it should be signaled out because recreation is how most users utilize the forest

It seems that if recreation is a key variable and other uses are lumped in under another category then it
indicates a bias.

I thought our charge was to evaluate social impacts outside of economic impacts



I am struggling between the artificial distinction between recreation and economics

It seemed that recreation and scenery had some special consideration because it was singled out

There seems to be both tangible and intangible aspects
_- scenery would be intangible
-- recreation would be a tangible use
_- timber etc. are tangible

Jack Ward Thomas said that nearly 213  of users on the on the Federal Lands are recreationists
but Congress never asks about recreation

Tangible and intangible are not totally separate -- ranchers also appreciate the scenery etc.

The variables are overlapping -- this causes problems -- we may want to look at social uses

These non discrete variables may cause double counting of impacts

Lets get rid of uses such as recreation, timber, grazing -- lets put them in a larger category of Social
Uses.

Recreationist pay many fees, snow camp, etc. -- it is an economic use
Actions may have both local and global effects

Current

Timber

Range

Ret ROS

Scenery
1%

ALTERNATIVE ONE

1.0 bbf

750,000

PfNP 59%
RN 61%
VI-I/H 44%

M 12%
L I .4%

I) Communities

ALT I

1.3 bbf

-9.5%

-2%
+2%

+3%

- are the same buying patterns going to be the same as the past
- sustainability is not the same as stability
- comparing these alternatives to each other may be more valuable
- if timber is the priority - this alternative would be good

-impacts on community all depends on the community
- these evaluations are based on current funding levels - not ultimate goals



- will effect local institutions will reduce benefits from recreation spending
- the aesthetic dimensions would be less attractive to recreation -- might slow down

tourism and in migration
- if the community retains a simple economy it makes it more vulnerable
- if the plans had been implemented the timber harvest are well within the biological constraints of the

forests, thus communities would become more stable
- effects depend on assumptions
- can’t evaluate ALT 1 because it is not feasible and it has been modified to such an extent
- ALT 1 cannot exist because of laws that have been passed makes it impossible
- since there was no social acceptance it is a moot point
- it did specify land allocation - recreate here - log here - etc. - we did not take into consideration
ecological components
- if it were implementable then it would cause the least amount of change in timber industry

2) Access to decision making

- it was not responsive to accessible decision making
- clearly there is a design objective and the implementation -- with this in mind how do we

evaluate these other alternatives with a bias
- it is difficult to estimate exact impacts such number ofjobs
- we may be better at ranking the alternatives based on preference
- Timber would be a plus, Range don’t know, Recreation go down,
- it terms of recreation we are predicting increasing recreation across the board , but conflict are

going to increase under this alternative because it is not managed and was ignored
- in the short run it would allow more money for schools etc., but in the long run I don’t know if

it would be sustainable
- Are we going to get a T- shirt after this is over?

CONTINUED GENERAL QUESTIONS: DAY TWO

ALTERNATIVE FOUR

Assumptions:

There is much material that is going to be removed

If there is not operation on Federal lands than that will reduce the sale of registered bull

We are getting a lower level of cut per acre and lowering the number of acres

We should be going lighter on each acre and increasing acres

We are only including saw timber -- the timber must be merchantable timber

We do not know the assumptions on what material are to be utilized

What is the outcome and goals of Ecosystem restoration



Timber volume and recreation do not have a correlate to jobs - we must surmise  result

The harvest numbers per acre is realistic (8,000) -- the current level per acre is about 500 and that is not
enough

Under thinning percentage did you reflect the extra cost of removing non merchantable timber?

Do these timber levels per acre reflect merchantable timber

What percentage of this is saw timber?
Alt 2 - the restrictions on the size of timber is a major impediment
How much is saw - pulp - etc. - this is were the rubber hits the ground

Is this model aimed at getting at some restoration goal or is it based on some average

The characterization of Ah 4 is that it is aggressive, but because of the budget it is passive

Road Density

Recreation is being projected to continue to increase across all alternatives -- this will cause increased
conflict, less facilities, and a whole host of other problems - and there is no budget to manage these
problems

Get ready for increased conflict if management does not hire people for stewardship - build trails -etc. -
need family wages

To finance we must charge fees - primarily through parking fees.

I see consumer problems resulting from enforcing and charging fees - there will be resistance

Must capitalize on the willingness of people to pay

Might be beneficial to find some way to give discounts to local residents

If we have activities that mimic natural processes -- what is the input from the recreational planner
position

Recreation will happen no matter what -- but it may effect the type of recreation

In the case of a catastrophic event it may temporarily halt recreation in the area

Are there economic benefits for catastrophic events - fire

Yellowstone did not lose visitors and the fire may even have been a draw

Nature sometimes does thing with unacceptable aesthetic effects



The natural appearance of forests is an attraction for people

If the forest looks unhealthy --.not taken care of - it will attract undesirable activities

People will take better care of forests if they are better maintained

I would prefer Alt 4 because it emphasizes intensive management this will upgrade the forest

Aesthetics is incredibly important aspect of forest management and use

Road density -- how do we get changes in aesthetic in two variables but not in another

This is acres not miles regarding Road Density -- the number of acres in H-M-L category

Is this road closure or road abliteration -- where is the budget coming from -- but it would have a positive
job impact

This ALT assumes the budget will be there for these actions -- I question the reality of this

If we judge based on appropriate budgets then we should do the same for timber

Road abliteration will not effect recreation much because the roads being targeted are not primary
recreation access roads

This may increase the recreation opportunity for fishing -- will reduce erosion- improve water quality -
increase fish

Road closure may reduce dispersion of activities - hunting

Could this provide opportunity for guides to take people into these areas

When you close roads you may be able to increase mountain biking etc.

Soil erosion from roads is one of the major detriments to water quality and fish habitat

This may be cost prohibitive

Along riparian areas there will be restrictions and reductions of livestock, but not in upland areas

If protecting the riparian areas can be mitigated why does that mean a reduction in cattle

Assuming you did reduce in riparian and focus on uplands we will need water - where will the money
come from?

If restoration is a fact and trees are brought back to expected conditions there Itill be an explosion of
herbaceous material -- how will that be managed? it will dry and build up material for flash fuels which
will continue to reduce forest



Part of the answer is in high prescribed fire -- whether we can balance this with budgets is unknown

If these materials will be grazed -- we may actually increase AUM’s not a decrease

The prescribed tire is the key - if the fire is done when the ground it frozen you will not have to stop
grazing

My concern is that restoration is aimed at biodiversity and biological health - we must have some
assurance that actions work toward this goal

With this ALT there will be increased management of grazing -- will that have any effect. on increasing
jobs because of increased management demands

If we were to increase dispersed grazing - would that create more jobs

Most of the social impacts associated with timber harvests have already happened

Among the alternatives the harvest levels are not different enough to create much of a difference between
alternatives

The same will happen for recreation -- recreation will increase the only issue is the type and quality of
recreation that we can provide

I think there will be more impacts resulting from decreased timber harvest levels

I am very reluctant to assess the alternatives in the way we have been -- the lack of information does not
provide us with a meaningful assessment

I think the discussion has been good and productive ->

ALT 1 would have the greatest social impacts - it is not implementable - it will further polarization -
gridlock, lack of decision input, increases uncertainty, etc.

I would rather have a plan that had less harvest levels if it is stable than not knowing what is going to
i

happen

ALT 7

I think the notion that we will do something here and not here does not make sense

It does not seem to be an ecosystem based alternative

This would probably not really change the patterns of recreation

It terms of public attitudes it could provide support from the public for reserves - if the public looks at
the FS has protecting the trees than that may lead to higher public acceptance



This alternative is based on conservation biology -- ifthere  was a conflict between recreationists and
species the species would win

Does this imply that these reserves would have similarly management restriction in all the reserves

All of these alternatives are straw men

Social acceptability for passive management

Will the wilderness like environment carry the Wilderness regulation?

With this notion of being species directed I think the fisheries people would look favorably at this
alternative bkcause  it would intend to protect fish

We would have to see how the lands outside the reserves were managed -- would these outside lands still
degrade fish regardless of the reserves

Most of the damage happens at these lower level lands outside the reserves

Were any of the power areas in need of improvements included in the proposed reserves

My concern is that aside from the primitive areas that can be easily roped off other land may need
intensive management that this alternative does not seem to address

How will these issues be affected by budget constraints?

If these assumption are aimed at social desirability -- people may be able to find a way to fund these
actions -- this should be considered

If you are now going to actively look at recreation impacts recreation activities in riparian areas - rhis
may lead to less social acceptance

IMore  areas need to consider recreation management

How will prescribed fire be managed in the Reserve areas?

We are operating in a vacuum in regards to aquatic conservation strategy

We need more information on what aquatic conservation strategies enrails

If we were to use Alt 1 and the change between Alt 7 my estimate on the job loss would be in the
magnitude of somewhere in 20,000 range as a result of decreased timber

Why was none the preferred choice for the Reserve areas?
-- It moves from none in Alt 7 to low in Alt 7b

It seems that there will be an increase in pests, catastrophic fire, forested lands will decline because of



fire, etc. -- ’It seems instead of protecting reserves would are setting up a recipe for catastrophic events.

Given that most of these areas are in the cold , wet and high altitude --
is less than one might perceived --

the propensity for catastrophic fire
especially if some actions are taken in critical areas

It is my opinion that fuel loads are just as high and the possibility of fire is not that much lower

CRITERIA EVALUATION

Communities:

I am concerned with regards to outmigration of young people -- In my estimation ALT 4 would provide
a greater diversity in the economy in the long run -- it seems to back communities more attractive to
outside people -- they might start stores and new activities -- they would extend their values to the local
young people -- this may cause young people to migrate to the cities -
one sector it will attract people

if a community has a viability in

ALT 4 is going to require an activist govt. --
education --

would that have an effect on communities -- in regard to
what presentation of information can induce them to stay -- an activist govt., however, is

often a perceived threat by local communities --

1 think the urban centers are the communications centers for information and political influence
me may need a FS activities in all large communities

How do we keep the young people in the community -- it must hire local people -- it must involve the
people effected by the change -- if young people are convinced then the older generation will follow

I think young people leave communities because there are not a viable economic opfiortunities
There should be jobs provided to these people -- recreation may be able to provide a good and stable
employment

We must be more pragmatic in social engineering --
the FS scope of operation and mandates --

what is being described here is beyond the scope of
the problems are too large for the FS abilities I

In some localities these ideas can be used -- ’in Burns we work with providing employment -- at one point
75% of FS work was done by local people, but it is now about 5%

These activities are limited to only some communities --

Community through Quality of life is correlated to Scenic Integrity and correlated to economic
entrepreneur opportunities -- if this is so ALT 4 and 7 would provide improvement

If work is done by stewardship contract and the methods of harvest will have major impacts -- if we have
helicopter harvest vs. roads the infrastructure returns to communities will be effected

Access to decision making:



There needs to be a comprehensive plan on stakeholder involvement -- what levels -- who -- what are the.
decision points -- effective interaction - a master plan

Often public info is not used it is dropped in a black hole

I wonder how will we include access to the 20% of the users who are transient visitors

If you charge a user fee and enforce it you’ll get involvement

ALT 6 seems to integrate science and public input

ALT 3 says local communities will be consulted - it seems to invite a broader range of public

EQUITY:

Quick change can often be a problem -- timing is important

ALT 6 will take longer to implement and that will agitate the public for a longer period

By delaying implementation people are aggravated because they want answers now and want problem
corrected

QUALITY OF LIFE:

Security is one of the most important aspects - Alt 4,5,6  would provide security in one sense- Alt 2,3
would . . .

ALT 4,5,7 would provide family wage jobs and may give the communities some time to develop a divers
e economy

Alt 6 would be more cautious and may be more realistic

In the past the agencies have demonstrated an inability to get things implemented

The assumption is that budgets are a constraint that are built into this process - a more appropriate
approach may be to look at an investment approach

If you identify levels of investment you will probably have better acceptance of the plan

I respect the fact that you have looked at budget constraints, but if there was some way to evaluate based
on what would happen at different funding levels that may give us a better idea of what to expect

A master plan does not exist, but taking this plan down to individual forest planning would give a better
view -- what is going to happen at the local level

If this process drags out for several years - will there be time to implement the plan in time to save
things?



POLICY  RECOMMENDATIONS:  DAY TWO

One problem in implementing plans is zoning and land allocations -- barring certain legislated areas - we
should not be limiting ourselves to arbitrary land allocations -- we should simplify these decisions and
stop limiting our options by putting lines on a map.

We shoul’d move away from the idea that there is a limited supply and we should divide up the slices -
we need to view them as our forest and use them

We need to have better accountability and trust of managers and agencies

We need to have better outreach and public education

How do we embrace complexity through modeling and not lose the landscape perspective as we move
down to the local level and have analysis tools that we can use a forest level based landscape approach

My perspective is that we put so many possible exceptions in our standards, that this allows the plans to
be ignored and doesn’t allow for any certainty or assurance that the plan will be implemented--local
discretion should still exist ,but within limits

The assessments are broadscale and midscales are just guesses, thus we cannot meaningfully implement
the general plan at a local level -- is the forest in the financial and resource position to undertake the
analysis to implement the plan

What is the plan to get implementation at the local level?

If money is not a problem what are some other barrier -- if it isn’t implemented what about the default
measures that will then apply

Some forests have the necessary data ,but others do not --

technology transfers will play a big part in future conditions

Monitoring plans must be emphasized - placed in front - and produce meaningful info
- make it a cost of doing business - standardize the practice

I would like to see some center point (entity) that holds the ecosystem philosophy in context and to
answer questions -- will the experts disperse without further guidance
-- third party? -- researchers? --

Why can’t we institutionalize the process - do it every ten years - separate it politically -- objective third
parties conduct research

i

We will have to address funding issue if this is to ever be implemented
-- this costs money



.

In order to get general public acceptance we must address condition of ecosystem - the govt. must be
perceived as able to manage land

There will be costs in money, time, human resources-- process change has costs that have been ignored

Fund land grant colleges to supply integrated thinkers

Mechanism for including local knowledge in decision making and adaptive management

The.public must have a sense of ownership in the plan and the planning process

Rename the agencies to the Ecosystem Management Service and take it out of the current Cabinet
department

In the report are you going to focus on the evaluation of alternatives or are you going to just report what
the panels have said about the plan

How to Write Report

I would preference the report with a context review and the lack of information -- express the concerns
that you personally have --

Beware of making statements that are judgmental or subjective as to the quality of the resource

If you can bring the timber category to a better degree of consistence forcomparison
If you differentiate between passive -budget constrained -approach and the active - full implementation-
approach, this changes timber levels and perceptions of viability

If you knew what could be accomplished with proper funding then we would then be able to make a
better judgment

If you look at it with budget constraints in mind it my direct your selection of alternatives by examining
what the reality of implementing any particular activity f

An ERU breakdown of information such as timber would make for a better comparison and evaluation

Job substitution may also be an important influencing factor -- this is important to fishermen, forest jobs
have been retained at the cost of fishing jobs

I did not see any economic impact assessment outside of commodity driven activities



UPPER  COLUMBIA RIVER BASIN EIS PANEL  NOTES

DISCUSSION  ON ALTERNATIVES  PRESENTED  BY TOM Q.

When you talk about biodiversity - is that based on the native species?

Have you considered diversions and their effects?

On your analysis of fire - do themes laook at traditional occurances?

Will panels be held to evaluate scientific information?

What is the highest value associated with recreation on Federal lands?

If our economies are doing well why is their so much negativity in the plan?

There did not seem to be anything good happening - the focus is on problems and negatives - this may give
the impression that the sky is falling.

Could you explain why overall economic impact to the Basin economy is determined to be little impact?

Economic analysis often results in negatives for the Tribes.

It is a subterfuse to say the economy is not going to be impacted when at the community level significan
impacts will occur.

The integrity of high and low areas is different and have different concerns

Are you talking about a return to pre european conditions?

Could you have a monoculture system that has integrity?

You are talking about producing on lands that have low integrity. Does this seem to be consistent wit#i the
stated goals?

We need a common understanding of Produce, Conserve, Restore. We need clarity not ambiguity.

Is the decision on the EIS going to amend current forest plans? and at what specificity?
.

Has the team got together to look at the big picture and see if things are working?

Do all of these alternatives have the same budget assumptions?

How many authors of the floor plan were involved in developing the prescriptions?

I almost never hear talk about social and economic impacts.
- what are these impacts?

,%



- where will they be addressed?

Where is the discussion on Buffallo?

Are we still under the biophysical model?

Where is the social presentation?

We need to talk about economics /politics.
- Congressional budgets effect alternatives

I notice that cautous  planning is only mentioned for one alternative

I would like to see a more humble attitude toward the scientific outcomes.

Science is supposed to be an objective exercise - I do not think we have enough information.

We need to have an unequivical  definition of what ecosystem management is

I have no confidence in our ability to know the ecological and social impacts for most of the alternatives.

What paramenters were used to establish the alternatives?
- Why were thay chosen?

I think that we have a very narrow range of alternatives - there could be a wider range - the paramenters
should be given to the public.

What does restoration really mean?
- I feel that we need a better understanding.
- I feel we often consider restore to mean areturn to pre european times, but

Some broad topic not discussed - Griz, Buffallo, ACS, Sot / econ topics and the relation to other top@.

Sot/ econ intergrity?

Politics role - deal with upfront

Tone was “certainty” why was adaptive management focus of ATL 6 only?

Still need definition of ecosystem management and how Alt ‘s express it.

Need objectives and standards on the table - some assumptions questionable

Missing : basis for alternative development and discussion of range of alternative ; appears to be narrow, so
need to disclose parameters.



What does Restore really mean? - return to Pre European conditions . How does this relate to defintion of
Integrity?

How on Earth can this be implemeneted? Leads to management by courts ? needs to be understood if
followed by people.

What is the extent of response to local concerns

What are the appropriate units of analysis for social / economic variables?
What is the relation to other units?

Differences in defintions  / objectives ( economic, tradition, envimmental values)

Balance among ecological / social / economic - integrity needed. - key is sustainability.

Community size as a “moral” responsiblity.

Can we function collaboratively in this process or is dog fighting being encouraged by the Alt’s.

Does the alternatives allow small communities to participate in choosing there destiny?
- How can they do this?

Education is a key component - there must be opportunities for mutual education

Interests are not on a level playing field -- whose interests are expressed as opposed to values

Everything I see here is a descriptive process -- these panels provide a vehicle for deciding what to do.

This process as left out the description of values and the criteria identified by the panels.

The physical scientist can evaluate the impacts of different alternatives, but the panels role it to identify the
costs involved for each alternative

We need to fmd some common values or interests to evaluate ecosystem mgmt. We need to refine the goals
and how they relate to people-- what should people get out of this?

Empowerment requires education

Why not social / economic goals that are used in biophysical inputs? would happen in integrated process.

There is a difference between trust responsibility and management-- the tribes established criteria for
evaluation, but the agencies come in a change things through the management.

People must have ownership in a plan and there must be education among the public -- it is the responsibility
of the public to make decisions, and managers should not come in and say these are our options.

This is a one way process not a collaborative process.



This is what we want physically, socially - how will we pull this off without an integrative approach.

To want extent is this alternative enfranchise the people who are most ,impacted  by its consequences.

Communities of interests effects community adaptability.

The EIS process is not one the diffuses process it sets up conflict -- we have taken it on as a scientific
approach.

How do we estimate the impact on poverty rates of local communities?

Can these themes be related to economic variables to estimate impacts?

WE do not want to look at the impacts of the Alt’s
- we want to look at social desires of people.

,.

We want to be more proactive and not look at social impacts but look at social assessments.

We must also look at equity -- what does this mean at the locat level -- what is the economic disparity?

Be careful of economic aggregated indicators - equity / resource distribution is the issue

Local flexibility is the criteria

The scientists did not have any ability to make local prescriptions -- due to the scale of the project -- there
must be local discretion to fit the plan to local; conditions

WE need an analysis of who wins and who loses -- map from alternatives to local communities.

The agency can build trust and responsibility if they map the winners space and the losers space.

The whole EIS process seems to be failing -- communities must be involved and the management must be
involved to reevaluate it prescriptions. I

Environmental protection , clean air and water, must be included.

There is a need to restructure or create new alternatives that reflect economic and social objectives.

If I am going to evaluate alternatives chapter 3 means a lot more than chapter 2

What is the role of the tribes in this process?

Water diversion has been a big problem fro tribes and now are you sayin,0 that the tribes are will have some
input into determining these actions.

If the goal is ecosystem management which inherently does not follow political boundaries -- if 38% of the
land is privately owneh how will management really have the effect intended?



Could you explain more on about FACA and local involvement.

Can the Federal govt. collaborate with local communities.

There is a concern that this process is aimed at such a large scale, and thus a result would be that local
communities will be left out.

Where does private property fit into the equation of this planning process ? This is Federal Land use planning
and I am does Fully comfortable with this.

The only standing that communities have is through NEPA -- MOU’s  do not give communities any legal
standing.

IM-PORTANT  CRITERIA  TO CONSIDER IN EVALUATING  ALTERNATIVES

Communities

Enfranchisement
-- local people

Equity - who wins, who loses

Impacts to private property
-- folding into ecosystem mgmt.
-- transference of effects

Quality of Life
-_ standard of living
-- environmental quality

Cultural Property

DISCUSSION  OF ALTERNATIVES I

We (Blackfoot Tribe) must be very careful in evaluating Impact statements -- we have different cultures and
interpretations of land uses and impacts.

The EIS is a very foreign concept for the Tribes.
. .

The historical distrust of the Federal govt by the Tribes also colors the process.

How does the 2.8 bbf compare.with ASQ of the current forest plan?

Does the plan assume that budget levels will be the same regardless of the level of timber harvested?

It seems that the budget expenditures have a different priority for each alternative.



I don’t think we have enough information to adequately evaluate any of the alternatives, but Alt 2.

It should be a matter of record that the project leaders of the science assessment are not here to respond to
comments.

ALTERNATIVE TWO

What are inputs and what ate outputs?

What we are trying to do is evaluate social inputs based on harvest levels -- this is a grossly inadequate way

to measure social impacts.

The information we need to look at is the social process not just outputs.

Providing wrong information to predict social/ economic effects

Do you have economic and social data for us to use to answer the question you are asking us?

In the economic assessment - this level of analysis determined that there was no economic impact on the
Basin communities.

Bizarre assumptions in economic model -- timber harvest is assumed to automatically reduce aesthetics, etc.

How will the EIS team evaluate Alt’s if they do not have enough data?

No basis for estimating social/ economic impacts

These maps are only one stochastic model -- you can only identify general patterns.

We do not know where the timber will be going -- how much will be cut and where.

It is difficult for the FS to manage for individual communities -- there are to many unknown variables.

f
What actually happens on the ground may be different from the plan which will change impacts.

Can you go less than the clusters for analysis -- will timber go up or down in a particular community?

What does restore imply -- economic impact is not referred to - there may be more jobs from road
elimination, or loss from timber harvest levels - other output are forest health, blue ribbon streams etc.

One cannot predict from a gross level process what the social impacts will’ be on the local level - what jobs
will be created - who will get them?

This Alt will not achieve enfranchisement because people feel that they have not had a strong input

This ALT has resulted in a high level in uncertainty -- has any of the other ah’s addressed this uncertainty
and predictability?



I think we can get some good insights into the social and economic impacts by looking at the proposed
timber harvest levels.

Timber sources have shifted to woodlots, but I think eventually these other lands will begin to decline.

Nez Pert NF - great drops in harvest under PACFISH 170 mil to 30 mil bf

Negative effects on locals - no input from top down decision - One size fits all solution - no enfranchisement

Alt l-2 very uncertain negative effects - do 3-7 increase predictability ?

Other timber sources diminish over time

Unfortunately when private lands become the dominate source of timber the incentive has been to overcut
while prices are high thus resulted in a circumstance where it is going to take about 50 years for them to
rejuvenate.

It seems that the small operators are taking the brunt of the shift -- multinational are able to shifi operations
to other areas.

How does the actions of the FS effect the economies of local economies -- there needs to be an economic
assessment of the economic structure -- where are the mills -- who owns them -- where are the jobs -- who
gets them -- local , outsiders -- I see a lot of talk about economic impacts , but I do not see a real effort to
evaluate what is out there -- there must be a commitment to undertake research -- the FS must hire social
scientists and economists to do this research.

There does not seem to be clarity among the Federal agencies has to what the effects are going to be - there
has not been an attempt identify the effects on the specific alternatives.

We, as a panel , need to look at what prescriptions are for a specific area, then we can attempt to judge \vhat
the impacts .will be for these communities.

There needs to be trackability on where and to whom timber is sold and where it goes. ?

More difficult to measure non market benefits

Sometimes we have data but its ignored

Growth is often resource dependent in one way or another - but there are still scale and equity issues

The quality of life is a major attractor for new migrants -- we can estimate number timber jobs associated ,
but we do not have good data on quality of life associated jobs.

Who’s interests are followed - who’s are ignored -- who benefits?

Quality of Life is an elusive term that seems to change over time - what we can do is examine issues to
evaluate what actions we can take that will keep us within the our parameters.



Can we undertake actions that will not adversely effect our values and quality of life -- not do we extract
resources ,but how to do it ?

We still need a tax base to provide social and infrastructure needs

’ If we are going to capture new income ( recreation - willing to pay) how are we going to tap into these new
funding options?

We still have services to provide - with new people we need more services -- we need new sources of income
- user fees - more timber harvest.

I think that recreation is paying its way -- it usually incorporates the mom and pop shops and that money
stays in the community.

Many communities diversify for reasons other than commodities

7 million tourists in MT do pay for many things

Recreation is important, but the statistics show a big difference in the level of income generated from timber
jobs and recreation jobs

Where are the year round family wage jobs?
-- trade and service jobs generally do not provide high wages.

I think the debate between recreation and timber is a straw man argument -- the economy is much more
diverse than these hvo sectors -- retirement, manufacture , etc.
The type of timber being generated is not the same as in the past - some mills will close because of the
technology they possess to process the type of timber now harvested.
-- only so many 400 year old trees can be harvested on a 100 year rotation.
-- it may be uneconomical to retool some of the mills

Why can’t we have both recreation and timber harvest -- it does not need to be either or

i
One assumption is that the timber harvesting that is rejected by migrants is nit the activity, but the workers
themselves -- new comers want to be surrounded by similar people. - social conflict not resource impact

-- Some people see just the opposite trend.

Our social systems and economic systems respond to the amountof  social and economic stability -- people
are not asking for the maximum amount, they are seeking a stable supply for a long term

We must incorporate a certainty of what to expect from the forests

Can we determine where the timber is going to go - where the economic influx will go.

Cannot predict who gets loss, but receipts of 25% fund can predict at community level to some degree



I see a lot of talk about multiple use - we need to fine tune this notion

Is there going to be any evaluation’of public participation is or should be in these alternatives and this
process?
What are the process outcomes vs. product outcomes?

Is ecosystem mgmt the same as multiple use - I don’t think so, because it is not outcome driven.

CONTINUED GENERAL  QUESTIONS:  DAY TWO

ALTERNATIVE FOUR

Why is OK under Alt 7 to have huge swings in timber outputs, but in Alt 4 you only have small swings --
you need to make up your mind on what is good and what is bad.
- Why is predictability of timber harvest not optimal for all Alt’s?
- Predictability should be inherent to all Alt’s.

Predictability is an outcome of the process not a goal.

Does predictability vary because of,the concept of adaptive management?

Predictability would seem to increase as harvest levels decrease.

Will these swings be basin wide or at the community level?

what about the link between volume and communities?

Predictability can be the same among alternatives, but volume may vary

Predictability is broad -- harvest level, sustainability, funding, etc.

What is the predictability of the effects on local communities?

It seems that the objectives are not consistent with actions in every Alt.
f

It seems that there are a great many objectives and some Alt’s meet the objectives to different degrees and
with different priorities

It seems that they are adding criteria to get rid of the problem? .
- some of the criteria have no based - identification of community resiliency

What we seem to be saying is that there is a class of communities that we are going to prop up and perpetuate
- the questions should we artificially  perpetuate theses communities?

Standards on “emphasis on customary use” still doe not direct timber to communities and national policy
issues
Doesn’t this serve to perpetuate dependence vs. diversity?



Goal get away from appeals, lawsuits, etc - these obj. could increase these rather than decrease

Need closer cooperation with town to see how they could diversify

Mix of Alt 4 & 7 would be one alternative

I think we could mix Alt 7 and 4

This might be a dinosaur plan - we never look at recreation as a major issue -- everybody in this room
recreates -- recreation may not pay as well now -- but in the future recreation will play a major force in the
Basin -- and we have not made any plans for recreation -- recreation will be the leading industry in MT & ID
in the near future -- we need to be planning for recreation and have some kind of focus and direction of how
to manage recreation.

There should be both recreation and timber

It is good to look at small communities ,but I think we have missed asking the question as how this effects
the national community?

Restoration is a one time shot - also if we wait communities may suffer

There is no way that any one Alt is going to solve all the problems in the Basin - the problems are too diverse
and relative to each local area

We do not so much need the FS to take a whole new direction , but to be left alone to manage their own
predictability

Adaptive management must include the impact to local people

A major problem with forest plans is because they were created to keep the managers and creators to be
comfortable

If \ve are to go to ecosystem mgrnt we need a fundamentally new \vay to deal with people I

We really have not had a good description of the alternatives - we have not really seen what the alternatives
are

We sometimes take foresters and make them community developers - they may not be prepared for the role -
the forest service might not be suitable to be community developer

Fish and wildlife are good indicators of ecosystem health

If you don’t do timber what else might you do - unless you consider the option you will not find alternatives
- change is motivated by discomfort

Emphasis on customary uses might be misleading in context of ecosystem health



Need to study impacts of changing economy

It is likely that a mix of these alternatives would be the best solution

It would help if we had a better explanation of the Ah’s - what is the major thrusts and possible impacts - not
focus on process

If we can identify some key themes - the project team can say yes or no that theme was addressed and here’s
how.

It would have been preferable to have a brief interpretation of the alternatives ( Andy’s 12 min. description)
to preface Tom Quigly’s presentation.

EVALUATION OF AL-T  4

Predictability for Alt 4 which is active management is very dependent on availability.of  budgets.

An important part of Alt is the concern with catastrophic fire threats,

The plan would be effective if it dealt with potential appeals

How are any of these going to be predictable with the various layers and laws that can potentially block
activities

Environmental groups do not automatically appeal every sale - the reason you have appeals is because the FS
is not complying with current laws

The FS & BLM would not have as many appeals if they followed the laws

I think predictability is not a good variable - there are to many inputs involved

We do not have a time frame to judge the outcomes - we may get a positive in the short run , but a negative
in the long run ’ ;

I have some concerns that w’e do not know enough about the ecosystem to so actively manage the resource to
this degree

How do these alternatives vary in there legality -- 1 is illegal - 7 would require repeal of Multiple use
sustained yield act - . .

I can see appeals because people may see forest health as a ruse to increase logging

COMMUNITIES

what happens to small communities when the radius stands are replenished - when do we reutilize

How well will communities be able to remain resilient



This is the only alternative considers recreation

It does help communities create more balance

ENFRANCHISEMENT

It will increase enfranchisement if they follow the intent statement, but we have no specifics of what this
involvement might be

Will the FS do more then just listen -- we need a formalization of the public participation process

Part of Ah 4 is politically salient -- people will latch on to this option because it politically viable

It is a utilitarian approach / active approach to the land

Adaptive management is becoming more acceptable

Alt 4 or 6 are more likely to be more salient

Political acceptability seemed to be more salient and viable in Alt 6 to the ECCO group

Active management is marketable in this region - responsible use is not on one dimension

EQUITY

Alt 4 does provide some reliability of where change is going to take place- this can make it more equitable at
the community level

I cant say where the equity variable is going to be - it may be good for one community but not for another

This can benefit in the long range, but not in the short term

Equity based on traditional model - there may be some trade offs between small and large companiesj

Elk hunting will go down with this alternatives

Outputs are a condition of ecological conditions - thus reduction of hunting may be acceptable

How does oil and gas exploration fit into this in regards to equability and the ecology ?

CULTURAL PROPERTIES

What about cultural properties ?‘what is the.definition  in the plan’? How will these alternatives protect these
lands?

I do not see any reference to Native Americans - no regard fro our culture - cultural properties are not dealt

with sincerely and explicitly



-Either involve us or don’t involve us and then stay out of our reservations - do not tell us how to manage if
you do not include us meaningfully in these processes.

Cultural Propenies must be a important aspect of the planning process - not put off to the side

There was nothing wrong with our fish until people came in and said they were going to manage - diversion
of waters, siltation, etc, have effected the fish viability

I see equity at various scales - when we move from extraction to restoration - the greater public gets more
equity - will decrease equity at the industry level

PRIVATE PROPERTY

It is probably less likely to effect private property - if we tighten restriction on Federal lands to protect
species =- it will allow states to be more lenient on other lands

This will lead to further pressures on private property to utilize resources

We may have a stability of timber supply and predictability
- if private owners can know what the future of public lands will do then they can better plan how to manage
their own lands

Population will increase, in the Basin - if less commodities provided on public land more will come from
private lands

Value of private land may increase because public lands will be healthy and available impact will depend on
individual communities

Reliable timber supply - few catastrophic fire risks could lead to better management of private lands - greater
long term benefits

QUALITY OF LIFE
c

There is pluses and minuses for all of this
1

If we do restoration it will be a plus for the ecosystem, prices may go up for paper which can be a minus

How will these alternatives affect currently designated Wilderness areas and other wilderness like settings?

ALTERNATIVE 7

CULTURAL PROPERTY

It seems that Forestry schools have a dichotomy between Pinchot and Muir - I think that if this is true it may
doom this process because how can you get agreement and bridge these two different paradigms.

Can a utilitarian viewpoint ever be meshed with a traditional Tribal view.



Alt 7 seems to be more oriented to a Muir type approach

What does this mean for water diversion and fire suppression?

I think even Pinchot would be upset with harvests levels in the 1970’s.

I think that a good aspect is that we do not have to rely on the FS to make good decisions, but can systems
ever recover salmon population on there own - this is questionable

We have had so many effects on the national system that the system is not natural any longer - we will have
problems if we let it just go - we may need some active management

The objective of this alternative is to establish pre European condition independent of cost or other concerns
- is that correct?

The Tribal perspective is that we would like to manage and to protect the land and for the outside agencies to
just leave it alone
- let the tribes decide the management priority
- the lands should be managed - I think Alt 7 with a hands off approach would be good for Tribes if we can
have more of an input

I have a lot of emotion and anger because we constantly have to battle the state over our resources - they
want to take the right to regulate our water, they want to take control of private lands on our reservations --
we must have lands, wildlife, and resources
- Indians become endangered along with resources

QUALITY OF LIFE

It is uncertain as to quality of life - they may have scenery but no job

I see uncertainty - we are coming u p with new standards for quality of life - these are different from
traditional standards

I
I think it will increase QOL at national level and regional level but not at some individual community level

PRIVATE PROPERTY

Ah 7 might include a influx of Quality of Life in migrants and we might see more subdivisions

More wilderness areas might reduce QoL - not many people will be able to access these lands - much of the
recreational opportunities will be lost

There will be significant impacts on private property - the urban interface - fire suppression concerns, etc

What is going to happen in these Reserve areas?



It appears that the implementation of alt 7 is an attempt to engineer change that would result in hands off
and restore efforts -- the social impact would be that we want to reduce rural residents and influence urban
migration - we want to reduce resource use

I see tremendous problems has to how we will fund these actions - funding is usually through private
property tax - this is not viable unless there is an alternative funding source like user fees

Recreation opportunities may be reduced in some aspects, I think that we often discount the importance of
wilderness -- the fastest growing communities are near wilderness areas

We must also look at Wilderness and wilderness and understand the difference - wildlands not necessarily
Wilderness

Also I don’t think we have a limited amount of roads - the important questions is how many get taken out

These things may attract some growth - people cannot live off the land they must subdivide - this bring
migrants with different values - is that what we want

ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS

I would like to see a winners and losers assessment

Are the tradition people who make a living off the land going to be displaced for upper class in migrants who
want the environment for spiritual and recreation activities for the rich

Want happens to the communities who lose tax base income from the extractive industries

It is not true that all the old goes out and all new come in -- people learn to adapt, but there will be a change

The beauty of the preserved lands is pulling the Indians back home even though there is no economy we will
find a way

There is a lot of fear that lose of harvest levels will harm the communities in taxes, but if timber pricep
increase then tax base may not decrease

A problem is that agriculture lands provide more tax income the subdivided lands because of the costs of
infrastructure

Involvement of local communities - assume respect and enfranchisement

Organization working together to produce one plan - not many .

Consolidation - less fragmented administration

Adaptive management positive in all,ALT because of flexibility ands gaining knowledge

I don’t see Fish & Wildlife and similar agencies - this is good because they complicate the FS management



- this is bad because they are open to criticize the plan because they weren’t involved

What is the charter that has established this process?

The Tribes are represented in at least the last comment period.

The notion of Forest health in these alternatives is good

NOT POSITIVE

There is a lack of addressing aquatic species - their ability to get to the headwaters -- I don’t see any
resolutions to do this -- there are no solutions being presented

The language is not understandable to anyone who reads the plan

There is some changes in elements to help the Fish, but not instream flows

The is an Explicit acknowledgment of Quality of Life
I would like to see clear and unequivocal definitions and operationalization of terms

There seems to be a lack of implementation strategy - a lack of budget to implement.

The sheer scale of the project is both negative and positive

A major flaw is a lack of planning for recreation

There is a lack of common scales for evaluation

I am not as concerned with scale - but there needs to be some clear direction -- you cannot consider
individual district without looking at the whole’

The intent was to look at large scale issues that are relative to al the areas - but we have carried many topics
that do not belong on this scale -- for example scenic integrity is not appropriate at this scale I

We have turned this into land use - it should be on process

How do the agencies deal with people who are receiving services

How do we engage people with different values

The FS has engaged us in their discussion instead of asking us what we would like to discuss

It has never been clear how this project will affect forest plans

The FS does not seem to know what it wants to do - it doesn’t have a direction

This process has not proceeded in a way in which people can work together toward common goals

.M
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It’s time the agencies run like business

The level of communication between the members of this process and the traditional forest planners are not
good

In order to change things it will first be necessary to go to Congress and throw out some of the regulatory
l a w s

I think ecosystem management is a viable option - we have gotten off to a poor start , but we should keep
trying

The ability to plan for many issues at once is important

This is an expansion of multiple use - but there is a shortage of economic and social components - need new
philosophy for EM

Forest plans have not worked

One of the components that is included in the process is Congressional appropriations -- line item
assessment of what will happen for different budget possibilities

We are here because we are concerned and motivated -- we want to see this process succeed.

GOOD LUCK!


